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A prevailing question across studies has been whether and to what extent ESL 
writers can help each other when working in dyads or groups. While most research 
focused on the effectiveness of peer feedback, relatively few studies took interest in what 
L2 students actually do during a peer review. Moreover, there has been a growing 
awareness of and interest in paired and group oral assessment, especially in examining 
interactional competence during paired speaking tests; however, to date not much has 
been explored with regards to the nature of peer interaction during a writing test. This 
study proposes to fill this gap in SLA and L2 testing research by examining the peer-
review section of the English Placement Test (EPT), a process-oriented, integrated 
writing placement test offered to newly-admitted international students at the University 
of Illinois. The current study examined (a) test-takers’ perceptions and attitudes towards 
the peer-review section in a testing context, (b) the nature of peer interaction during the 
peer feedback process, and (c) its potential link to test-takers’ writing performance. 
Test-takers generally showed positive attitudes and perceptions towards the peer 
review. They appreciated the opportunity to receive feedback from their peers and 
perceived the activity as helpful in writing their final essay. Test-takers also indicated that 
they focused more on rhetorical features than lexico-grammar features during the peer 
review.   
Four patterns of interaction were identified during the peer review: collaborative, 
dominant/dominant, dominant/dominant monologue, and passive/passive. The 
collaborative pattern was the most common among the EPT examinees (n=19, 60%) in 






settings (e.g., Storch 2002; Zheng, 2012). A new pattern not observed in prior classroom 
studies, which I named dominant/dominant monologue, was observed among 29% of the 
pairs (n=9), whose interaction was monologic in nature with little or no engagement. 
Written texts produced by the test-takers were then triangulated with the post-test 
questionnaire responses and peer interaction data to observe what changes were made as 
a result of peer interaction. Collaborative pairs made more detailed, specific comments 
that were revision-oriented, and many of these suggestions were reflected in the final 
drafts. In contrast, comments exchanged between non-collaborative pairs were more 
global in nature, and therefore, it was difficult to identify specific edits reflected in the 
final drafts. Regardless, most non-collaborative pairs appreciated the opportunity to 
receive feedback from their peers, and many reported making changes based on their 
peers’ feedback on their post-test questionnaire. 
This study’s results stand to have valuable implications for both second language 
writing and language testing at large, and they provide insight to the nature and effect of 
peer interaction in an authentic, academic writing placement test setting. This study also 
emphasizes the role of peer review training and how this can be used to facilitate peer 
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Academic writing has typically been considered as one of the most fundamental 
skills for students to acquire in order to be successful in academia. With a large growth in 
the international student population and the increased demand for English for Academic 
Purposes (EAP) courses, accurately assessing students’ academic writing ability and 
providing them with the appropriate amount and level of English support have become 
critical for US colleges and universities. In terms of assessing students’ writing ability, a 
conventional timed single-draft essay test has been popular in most large, high-stakes 
testing settings despite the criticism that the format may not accurately reflect students’ 
writing ability (e.g., Hamp-Lyons & Kroll, 1996; Horowitz, 1991). Integrated writing 
tasks, particularly “reading-to-write” tasks, have recently gained substantial support in 
college-level writing tests in that they not only provide content for essays but also 
overcome some of the authenticity concerns related to timed impromptu writing tasks 
(Plakans, 2008; Weigle, 2004). However, compared to the abundance of previous 
research on independent writing tasks, only a limited number of studies have examined 
integrated writing tasks in a testing context. 
 The English Placement Test (EPT) at the University of Illinois at Urbana-
Champaign (UIUC) is unique in that it offers a workshop-style writing placement test to 
newly admitted international students whose first language is not English (ESL, English 
as a Second Language). The current form of the EPT was first proposed by Cho (2001) 
and was largely influenced by Flower and Hayes’s (1981) model, which emphasized 
writers’ cognitive writing process. The written section of the EPT is a process-oriented, 






discussion and peer feedback component between the first and second drafts. It has been 
more than a decade since the workshop-style EPT was first operationalized, being 
received positively by most test-takers and advisors; however, not much is known about 
how test-takers perceive the peer-feedback section of the test and what exactly goes on 
during the peer feedback session between test-takers. 
 Although peer feedback is uncommon in writing assessment, it has been adopted 
in many L2 writing courses in classroom settings, and there are many advantages to peer 
feedback, including social, cognitive, affective, and linguistic benefits. Despite some 
doubts about the effectiveness of peer feedback, it is generally accepted both in L1 and 
L2 research that peer feedback provides learners with opportunities to have a more active 
role in their own learning and enhance the development of learning in general (e.g., Kroll, 
1991; Leki, 1990; Mangelsdorf, 1989, Mangelsdorf & Schlumberger, 1992). As such, 
support abounds for the use of feedback in L2 classroom instruction, but not much has 
been investigated about how it is or can be used in a testing setting, specifically in a 
large-scale testing situation. This may be due to a scarcity of process-oriented writing 
assessment in general, which is mainly limited to small-scale, low-stakes testing settings 
like classrooms, not to mention the rare use of feedback as part of writing tests. Another 
reason could be the test-taker population: There are process-oriented writing tests such as 
the Vermont statewide writing assessment for K-12 and the freshman placement test at 
the University of Hawai'i (Marsella, 1989); however, they are primarily taken by native 
speakers of English and are still small-scale in size (Cho, 2001). Up to now, the UIUC 
EPT is the only workshop-style writing test that is reported to have adopted a peer 






 Addressing these issues, the current study proposes to provide a comprehensive 
view of peer feedback use in the EPT by examining test-takers’ perceptions and attitudes 
towards the peer review section of the EPT, the nature of peer interaction during the peer 
feedback process, as well as its potential link to test-takers’ writing performance in terms 
























2. LITERATURE REVIEW 
2.1 Theoretical foundations 
 Peer feedback, in which students critically read and comment on each other’s 
drafts in pairs or groups, has been one of the most frequently used activities both in first 
(L1) and second language (L2) writing instruction. Peer feedback has gained its increased 
popularity amongst L2 writing instructors with two major advances in the teaching of 
writing: a shift to the process approaches to writing, and a sociocultural perspective of 
language learning in which social interaction is regarded as a prerequisite for developing 
writing ability. 
 First, the writing process model places emphasis on the process of writing rather 
than its product and stresses student strategies conducive to better output (e.g., Hayes & 
Flower, 1981; Zamel, 1987). Supporters of the process model see writing as a recursive 
process that involves a number of cognitive processes such as planning, translating 
through the text, and revising through reflections; and peer feedback has been used as one 
of the techniques to help students with this process by “[allowing] for an intervention of 
other students as audience and collaborators” (Villamil & de Guerrero, 1996, p. 52). In 
comparison to teacher interventions, negotiating with peers is known to provide student 
writers a chance to develop a self-discovery of meaning, revising and drafting skills, as 
well as their awareness of audience and purpose of writing (e.g., Lockhart & Ng, 1995; 
Zamel, 1987).  
 Such a take on the role of peer interaction in learning in general and in second 
language acquisition in particular has its theoretical foundation in the interaction 






ranging from the Sociocultural Theory (Vygotsky, 1978), the Interaction hypothesis 
(Long, 1985), and more recently Cooperative learning theory (Johnson & Johnson, 1987), 
and the Output Hypothesis (Swain, 1995, 1998, 2005).  Although there seemingly are 
differences between sociocultural and cognitivist approaches, and the details about why 
and how that happens vary from theory to theory, there is a general consensus within 
these frameworks that interaction or negotiation among learners facilitates L2 learning. 
 First, a sociocultural perspective of language learning (e.g., Lantolf & Thorne, 
2006) sees that learning takes place through social interaction (Vygotsky, 1978). 
Language development is regarded not just as an outcome but more as a process of 
putting thoughts into words, and it is mediated and contextualized through social 
interaction within the Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD). ZPD is a notion central to 
Vygotsky’s theory, which can be defined as “the distance between the actual 
developmental level determined by independent problem solving and the higher level of 
potential development determined through problem solving in collaboration with more 
capable peers or seniors” (Vygotsky, 1978, p. 86). In a language learning context, ZPD 
can be interpreted as a metaphorical space referring to the distance between learners’ 
current level of knowledge and what they can achieve with an assistance of peers or 
teachers. Language learning occurs within the ZPD while learners strive to make their 
meaning understood by modifying, clarifying, extending, and solidifying their own 
understanding (Cross, 2010, p. 283). While being engaged in a “collaborative dialogue” 
with others, learners become aware of the limits of their knowledge and linguistic needs, 






 Based on such Vygotskyian notion that language learning is rooted in social 
interaction, both L1 and L2 research support the use of peer feedback as an important 
component of L2 instruction (e.g., Barnes, 1976; Cazden, 1988; Kroll, 1991; Leki, 1990; 
Mangelsdorf, 1989; Mangelsdorf & Schlumberger, 1992). Advocates argue that peer 
interaction that occurs during peer review provides increased opportunities for learners to 
“discover and explore ideas, to find the right words to express these ideas, and to 
negotiate with their audience about these ideas” which eventually enhances the L2 
learning and facilitates learners’ cognitive growth (Mangelsdorf, 1989, p. 143).  
 The theoretical basis for the connection between peer interaction and L2 
development can also be drawn from a more cognitivist approach. Long’s (1981, 1983, 
1996) Interaction Hypothesis claims that the effectiveness of comprehensible input and 
output is increased when there is a negotiation of meaning among the interlocutors. 
Through peer interaction, learners are given opportunities to make input comprehensible 
to other learners and modify their own output in response to others’ feedback. The 
process of reflecting on one’s own language use promotes learners to produce more 
accurate and appropriate L2 forms (Long, 1996; Pica, 1994). Swain’s Output Hypothesis 
(1995, 1998, 2005) also stresses the facilitative role that interaction plays as it helps 
learners to become aware of their own linguistic shortcomings and be “pushed” into 
producing more precise, coherent, and accurate forms (the comprehensible output 
hypothesis). Considering that the current study aimed to evaluate learning opportunities 
and outcome of students’ engagement during a peer review in a placement writing test, 







 To sum up, peer feedback can be considered as a mechanism that addresses both 
the tenets of the process approach to writing instruction and the Interaction Approach to 
language learning (Gass, 1997, chapter 5; Gass & Mackey, 2006; Gass & Varonis, 1994; 
Long, 1996), considering that peer feedback is mediated through social interaction, where 
the assistance from other peers within the ZPD is a critical component in successful 
problem solving and task completion. The negotiation that occurs during peer feedback 
provides opportunities for learners to “[connect] input, internal learner capacities, 
particularly selective attention, and output in productive ways” (Long, 1996, p. 452).  
  
2.2 Studies on peer feedback 
 With a shift in the approach to writing instruction from the finished product to 
the process of writing, which focuses more on guiding students through different stages 
of writing (e.g., pre-writing, composing and revision), peer feedback has been adopted 
widely by writing teachers both in L1 and L2 classrooms (Villamil & De Guerrero, 
1996).  The use of peer feedback has generally been supported on the grounds that it can 
provide opportunities to acquire a wider sense of audience and guidance to further 
develop students’ writing while they share opinions about each other’s drafts (e.g., Leki, 
1993; Nelson & Murphy, 1993a). There indeed have been some concerns among 
instructors that learners might not have sufficient linguistic skills to meaningfully 
participate in peer review and they lack sophistication and objectivity in revising and 
editing a piece of work written in their L2 (e.g., Lockhart & Ng, 1995). However, despite 
some concerns about the capacity of novice writers, past studies have shown that novice 






(i.e., Anton & DiCamilla, 1998; De Guerrero & Villamil, 2000), where each learner can 
help another learner with extra support. Learners are “at the same time individually 
novices and collectively experts, sources of new orientations for each other and guides 
through this complex linguistic problem solving” (Donato, 1994, p. 46), and this lends 
further support for peer feedback activities in L2 writing classrooms. 
A substantial amount of research has been conducted on a variety of topics with 
respect to peer feedback over the last few decades, ranging from students’ perceptions of 
and attitudes towards peer response, peer review strategies, peer interaction, and to the 
efficacy of such practices in comparison to teacher intervention. Most research on L2 
peer feedback has focused on showing whether the act of reviewing others’ work 
improves the quality of writing and learners’ ability to critically evaluate their and others’ 
writing, and comparatively fewer studies have taken interest in what learners actually do 
during peer feedback process and what they thought of peer responses as well as the 
activity itself. Addressing these issues, in the following section, I will discuss the past 
studies that investigated the effectiveness of feedback and the type and nature of peer 
interaction, then moving onto those that examined student perceptions and attitudes 
towards peer feedback. 
 
     2.2.1 The effectiveness of peer feedback 
The effectiveness of peer feedback in L2 writing instruction has been investigated 
empirically by a fairly large number of studies, with their primary question being how 
much benefit learners gain from their peer feedback experience. The quality of revision 






determining the effectiveness of peer feedback activities (e.g., Bereiter & Scardamalia, 
1987; Elbow, 1981; Zamel, 1983), and one of the most popular measures to examine the 
effectiveness of peer feedback has been to count the number of revisions made in drafts. 
Studies looked at what proportion of the peer’s comments were incorporated in the 
revisions and/or if students could revise their drafts effectively based on their peer’s 
comments. So far, the results have been mixed, and some of these studies will be further 
explained below.  
 Nelson and Murphy (1993a) examined whether the participants in a peer 
response group made changes in their drafts on the basis of peers’ comments.  They 
analyzed transcripts of audio-recordings as well as student drafts, and the use of peer 
comments in each essay was rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with 5 indicating most use of 
comments and 1 indicating least use. The results showed that students made use of peer 
comments in their revised drafts with the average rate of 3.2. The results also suggested 
the type of group interaction may have impacted the extent of revisions. For instance, 
“cooperative” interaction triggered more changes compared to “defensive” interaction. 
Connor and Asenavage’s (1994) case study also examined the number and types of 
revisions in subsequent drafts to measure the relative impact of peer responses as 
compared to teacher and others’ comments. The findings showed that students did make 
many changes in their revised drafts, but only a few of them turned out to be directly 
influenced by peer group responses. Students who made the greatest number of revisions 
in their drafts made both text-based and surface changes, whereas those who made fewer 






 Studies conducted by Paulus (1999) and Berg (1999) showed a more positive 
relationship between peer feedback and students’ essay quality. Paulus (1999) found an 
improvement in the development and organization of ideas in students’ essays as a result 
of peer response, and Berg (1999) showed a positive effect of peer review on the revision 
types and text quality by comparing groups with and without peer review training. A 
more recent study by Min (2006) also reported an overall improvement in the final draft, 
but the study could not tease apart whether the revisions were made as a result of peer 
comments or teacher-student conferences conducted for the second and third drafts.  
As such, it remains inconclusive as to whether and how much impact peer 
feedback has on enhancing essay quality. The mixed results in the studies reviewed above 
might be due to methodological differences (e.g., counting the number of changes in 
revised text versus survey responses on the usefulness of peer feedback) as well as the 
variance in population, task types, group configuration (e.g., dyads versus groups), and 
the lack of control groups or revised tasks (Cheung, 2011). 
 
     2.2.2 Students’ perceptions towards peer feedback 
 Peer feedback has been widely acknowledged to provide numerous advantages 
in writing instruction in support of various theories based on socio-cultural perspective of 
language learning (e.g., Chaudron, 1984), however, not many empirical studies have been 
conducted to investigate the affective advantage of peer feedback in L2 writing. Students’ 
attitudes and perception toward peer feedback practices have been examined 
predominantly in comparison to teacher feedback in L2 writing. Studies have reported 






comments from peers (e.g., Connor & Asenavage, 1994; Paulus, 1999; Tsui & Ng, 2000), 
which shows their preference for teacher feedback over peer feedback when revising their 
drafts. This priority for teacher feedback can be attributed to students’ affective 
preference towards teacher response (Zhang, 1995). In his 1995 paper, Zhang reviewed 
11 empirical studies published between 1984 and 1994 on the affective advantage of peer 
feedback. Zhang noted that when students were not asked to make a choice, they 
generally showed reserved, but overall positive attitudes towards peer feedback (Leki, 
1990; Patridge, 1981). When asked to state a preference, teacher feedback was generally 
preferred as a more “credible and appealing” type of feedback (Chaudron, 1984; Cohen, 
1987; Leki, 1990). A more recent study by Mendoca and Johnson (1994) reported that the 
students’ choice was ambivalent since they “thought both their peers’ and teacher’s 
feedback were important” (p. 765). This raised an empirical question as to whether peer 
feedback really has an affective advantage over teacher feedback, which has been an 
underlying assumption based on the L1 writing literature (Zhang, 1999, p. 322).  
 Despite a relative preference for teacher feedback, there is a general consensus 
that ESL students appreciate peer feedback as one type of feedback on their writing 
(Jacobs, Curtis, Braine, & Huang, 1998, p. 312-313) and perceive it as useful (e.g., Caulk, 
1994; Leki, 1990; Patridge, 1981; Rollinson, 1998, 2005). For instance, Rollinson’s 1998 
study found that 80% of comments made by his college-level students were considered 
useful, whereas only 7% were considered “damaging”.  
 Moreover, ESL students’ satisfaction with peer feedback activities seems to be 
affected by various factors such as the dynamics of peer groups or pairs (e.g., Lockhart & 






backgrounds (Carson & Nelson, 1994). Therefore, addressing these issues, in order to 
have a more comprehensive understanding of affective advantages of peer feedback, 
more empirical studies should be conducted in diverse contexts not only restricted to 
classrooms.   
 
     2.2.3 Peer Interaction 
A prevailing question across studies has been whether and to what extent ESL 
writers can help each other when working in dyads or groups (Nelson & Murphy, 1992, 
1993a, 1993b). While most research focused on the effectiveness of peer feedback, 
relatively few studies took interest in what L2 students actually do during a peer review. 
The peer interaction or peer talk has been investigated more widely in the collaborative 
writing literature on the grounds that students in pairs or groups do not always work 
collaboratively with other members or show notable improvement in their writing quality 
as compared to those who work individually (e.g., Kowal & Swain, 1994; Storch, 2002, 
2005; Watanabe & Swain, 2007).  
Storch (2002) examined peer interaction during a collaborative writing task where 
ESL student pairs worked on a common written product. Storch emphasized the 
importance of pair dynamics in group work, claiming “in face-to-face interactions, 
learners negotiate not only the basic topic but also their relationship” (p. 120). On the 
continuum of mutuality, or “the level of learners’ engagement with each other’s 
contributions”, and equality, or “the degree of control and authority over the task”, Storch 
(2002) identified four patterns of interaction: collaborative, dominant/dominant, 






characteristics of what she called the collaborative pattern produced a better outcome 
than those in other three patterns, suggesting that fostering a collaborative relationship 
between peers increases opportunities for more learning. 
Adopting Storch’s (2002) taxonomy of interaction patterns, Watanabe and Swain 
(2007) and Watanabe (2008) investigated how language proficiency influences the pairs’ 
interactional behaviors during collaborative writing tasks. The findings suggested that 
both high and low proficiency learners could mutually help each other when they took a 
collaborative stance by sharing ideas and making equal contributions to writing. Kim and 
McDonough (2008) also examined the proficiency effect on the patterns of interaction 
among Korean as a Second Language (KSL) learners. What they found was that learners’ 
stance shifted from collaborative to dominant or passive/novice stances depending on the 
proficiency level of the person they worked with. For instance, an intermediate-level 
learner who took a collaborative stance when paired with another intermediate-level 
learner adopted a more passive stance with an advanced learner, whereas the same person 
showed a more dominant stance when working with a less proficient learner.  
While the abovementioned studies focused on collaborative writing tasks, a more 
recent study by Zheng (2012) specifically examined the nature of peer feedback in a L2 
writing classroom, where L2 learners gave feedback on their peer’s (individually drafted) 
writing. Zheng (2012) identified five “cooperative patterns” of interaction (collaborative, 
dominant/dominant, dominant/passive, expert/novice, passive/passive) that are similar 
Storch’s 2002 framework in the peer response data. This study did not discuss the overt 
relationship between the writing quality and each pattern of interaction; however, Zheng 






more opportunities for learning, and for the other learning patterns, teachers’ help or 
intervention might be needed to facilitate the learning process. 
In an assessment context, Galaczi (2004, 2008) used a conversational analysis 
approach to explore the patterns of interaction during the Cambridge ESOL First 
Certificate in English (FCE) speaking test. Following a similar taxonomy to Storch 
(2002), which defined the patterns of interaction in terms of equality and mutuality, 
Galazci categorized the patterns of interaction into three major types: collaborative, 
parallel, and asymmetric. These interaction patterns were then compared to the scores on 
the FCE interactive communication subscale. Consistent with previous findings by Storch 
(2002), Galaczi found that the collaborative pairs received the higher scores but the 
parallel pairs received the lowest scores. Interlocutor proficiency was not taken into 
consideration for the analysis, but Galazci speculated that asymmetric pairs might have 
been affected by proficiency differences or cultural influences regarding conversational 
roles as proposed by Young (1995) and Ross (1998). The study also suggested that the 
examiners should be trained to “afford equal opportunities to both test takers” (Taylor, 
2001) so that the test allows for more balanced participation in tasks.  
Overall, the studies that examined peer interaction during pair work suggest that a 
collaborative relationship between peers positively influences peers’ learning experience 
and produces a better product. Storch’s (2002) study hinted that expert/novice patterns 
with a collaborative orientation may also lead to increased learning opportunities; 
however, only the collaborative stance seems to show a clear advantage in comparison to 






As discussed earlier, the nature of peer interaction has been discussed relatively 
little in the peer feedback literature. Only a few studies have examined peer/group 
interaction to see what actually occurs in peer review sessions, focusing mostly on the 
types of student talk and the dynamics existing among the pairs or groups (e.g., Lockhart 
& Ng, 1995; Mendoca & Johnson, 1994; Nelson & Murphy, 1992, 1993a, 1993b; 
Villamil & de Guerrero, 1996). This line of research has shown that different dynamics of 
student interaction can be found during peer feedback tasks and some interaction patterns 
are more conducive to L2 writing development than others (Li & Zhu, 2013). These 
studies will be reviewed next, followed by a presentation of literature on paired and 
group assessment. 
Nelson and Murphy’s 1992 case study analyzed students’ utterances in a peer 
group and divided them into different “thought groups” to examine the task and social 
dimensions of peer interaction during peer feedback. Results indicated that students 
stayed “on task by discussing each other’s texts” (p. 171), taking most time in discussing 
procedural issues (e.g., turn-taking order) at the beginning, but as they became more 
accustomed to the task, the percentage of procedural comments decreased, whereas the 
percentage of language-related and personal life comments increased. In terms of the 
social dimension, they found that a dominant individual labeled as “an attacker” had a 
negative impact on other group members and suggested further investigation on the group 
dynamics of different membership. 
Mendoca and Johnson (1994) investigated how L2 advanced ESL students 
interact during paired peer response and found that students’ negotiations generated 






suggestions, restating peers’ written or oral comments, and correcting grammar mistakes. 
Students did use peers’ comments to revise, but they were selective about which 
comments to accept/use in their revised draft. The study acknowledged the facilitative 
role that peer feedback plays by increasing “students’ communicative power by 
encouraging students to express and negotiate their ideas” (p. 766), reaffirming how 
social interaction shapes the revision activities. 
De Guerrero and Villamil (1994) also attempted to explore the socio-cognitive 
dimensions of peer interaction during peer feedback by examining the type of interaction; 
more specifically, the study investigated how ESL students regulated themselves during 
peer review activities and what kind of relationship existed amongst the pairs. The 
interaction was coded based on three stages of cognitive development (object-regulated, 
other-regulated, self-regulated) and the social relationships (symmetrical or 
asymmetrical). Consistent with previous studies, the results showed that students stayed 
on task throughout the sessions, and the relationship was pervasively asymmetrical, with 
readers taking more control over the writer. The authors emphasized the importance of 
working in collaboration for successful task completion and the internalization of the 
cognitive processes for eventual problem-solving (p. 493). Villamil and de Guerrero 
(1996) further investigated the aspects of social behavior along with the revision 
strategies employed during pair work. The authors recorded and transcribed the 
interaction between student pairs during two revision sessions, and seven social-cognitive 
behavior types (reading, assessing, dealing with trouble-sources, composing, writing 
components, copying, and discussing task procedures) were identified. In terms of social 






and adoption of reader/writer roles, and they used several mediating strategies to 
facilitate the revision process, such as symbols and external resources, L1, scaffolding, 
interlanguage, and private speech. This study is significant in that it showed the 
complexity of peer interaction during the revision process and again highlighted the 
importance of social interaction in enhancing cognitive processes in the L2 writing 
classroom. 
In a similar effort, Lockhart and Ng (1995) analyzed the interaction during peer 
response sessions in an ESL writing class and identified four categories of reader stances 
based on the language functions and topics discussed in the interaction: authoritative, 
interpretative, probing, and collaborative.  Four reader stances revealed differences in 
five function categories (summarize essay, express intention, give suggestion, give 
opinion, and give information) and in three content categories (writing process, ideas, 
audience and purpose). The distribution of these categories indicated that “collaborative 
and probing readers [were] more concerned with the exchange of information, whereas 
authoritative and interpretative readers are more concerned with expressing their opinions 
and evaluations” (p. 642). The study suggested that more interactive, “discovery mode” 
stances (probing and collaborative) engaged students to have a fuller understanding of the 
writing process in comparison to “evaluative mode” stances (authoritative and 
interpretative), as they provide more opportunities to express their ideas and intentions, 
process their comments, and reflect on revisions. 
Overall, these studies suggest that the nature of peer interaction during peer 
feedback is more complex than it seems, because peer interaction fosters negotiations of 






dynamics of interaction amongst the peers. Studies have also concluded that an 
interactive, collaborative relationship between peers facilitates more negotiation and thus 
leads to increased learning opportunities. Given the complex nature of peer interactions 
in ESL writing classrooms, it is difficult to predict what impact peer feedback would 
have in a testing environment like the EPT.  In the field of language testing, paired tasks 
have recently gained a popularity especially in speaking assessment to measure 
interactional competence among the interlocutors, and a fairly large number of studies 
have examined relevant issues pertaining to the validity and reliability of the task type 
(ffrench, 1999; Iwashita, 1998; Kormos, 1999; Lazaraton, 1996, 2002; Nakatsuhara, 
2011; Norton, 2005; O’Sullivan, 2002). While most studies focused on the potential 
interlocutor effect during a paired speaking format, only a handful of studies examined 
the actual talk produced during the task and how the nature of the discourse could have 
affected the scores (e.g., Davies, 2009; Iwashita, 1998). And no study other than Galazci 
(2004, 2008), which was discussed earlier, investigated the patterns of interaction among 
the pairs and their relationship to the actual scores. As such, the nature of peer interaction 
is an under investigated area in language testing, and further research along these lines is 
warranted. 
 
2.3 Paired and group oral assessment  
 This section reviews relevant literature on speaking tests focusing in particular 
on the paired test format. In L2 assessment, there has been a growing awareness of and 
interest in paired and group oral assessment, especially in examining interactional 






format oral tests. Evidence has been provided to support the validity of paired speaking 
tasks as measures of interactional competence, and the use of pair work in speaking 
assessment has been associated with a number of advantages. First, one of the greatest 
advantages that the paired test format has is its close resemblance to actual classroom 
tasks. Many classroom activities are often task-based, and pair or group work is 
incorporated as a common feature in these activities which serves as a tool to stimulate 
the development of oral language proficiency by encouraging students’ collaboration 
(Saville & Hargreaves, 1999; Taylor, 2000).  Pair work can motivate students to fully 
participate and engage in the activities, and it can promote learning by making 
negotiation for meaning possible through interacting with peers (e.g., Kasper, 2013; 
Philip et al., 2014, Swain, 2001).  
 Furthermore, it has been suggested that a paired speaking test may elicit a 
greater variety of language functions and produce more comprehensive speech samples 
(ffrench, 1999, 2003; Skehan, 2001) compared to the interview format. A number of 
studies that looked at discourse features during a paired speaking test found that the 
paired format elicited longer and more balanced turns that were more equally distributed 
across the language users than interview-style speaking tests (Brooks, 2009; Csépes, 
2009; Taylor, 2001). Interview-format oral tests have often been criticized for the 
question-and-answer discourse style that does not resemble or reflect actual conversation 
(e.g., Davies, 2009; Egyud & Glover, 2001; Johnson, 2001; van Lier, 1989; Young & 
Milanovic, 1992). Studies that have examined the interviewer effect during interview-
format oral tests suggested that the interviewers could affect the overall structure of the 






backchanelling (e.g., Brown, 2003; Ross, 2007).  For instance, Csépes (2002)’s 
comparative study of the individual versus paired high school English oral tests in 
Hungary highlights the differences in interaction style of interlocutors in terms of who 
has the control over the interaction. During a paired speaking test, there was a lack of 
interviewer control and test-takers showed a more collaborative interaction. 
 As such, using a paired task has many potential advantages in both educational 
and assessment contexts; however, the validity of using a paired test format has been 
questioned from a measurement perspective primarily due to the complex nature of peer 
interaction. As Taylor and Wigglesworth (2009, p. 326) pointed out, “interaction is likely 
to be unpredictable and subject to the influence of a range of variables that arise from its 
inherent reciprocity”, and therefore, many previous studies have tried to examine these 
variables to better understand the complexity of interaction when assessing students. 
Since a major concern involves the question of who is paired with whom (e.g., Foot, 
1999; Fulcher, 2003; Davis, 2009), many studies have investigated the effect of  
individual traits, such as language proficiency (e.g., Davis, 2009; Dobao, 2012, Gan, 
2010; Iwashita, 1996; Lazaraton & Davies, 2008; Nakatsuhara, 2011), gender (e.g., 
Brown & McNamara, 2004; O’Loughlin, 2002; O’Sullivan, 2000), and familiarity and 
personality (e.g., Berry, 2004; Katona, 1998; Ockey, 2009; O’Sullivan, 2002; Porter, 
1991). Not surprisingly, no simple linear relationship has been found between these 
interlocutor characteristics and actual test performance. For instance, while some argued 
that certain pairs benefited more from being partnered with different proficiency partners 
(e.g., North, 2005), others suggested that different pairing conditions did not have a 






the discourse, style of conversation (Nakatsuhara, 2011) and patterns of interaction 
(Galaczi, 2004, 2008), but no clear statistically significant relationship has been found.  
Such mixed findings seem to highlight the complex and unpredictable nature of peer 
interaction, and more empirical research should be conducted in diverse contexts to better 
understand how peer interaction influences test-takers’ performance, especially as pair 
and group assessment continue to grow in popularity. In addition, the difficulty in 
predicting how the pair work affects the actual performance may be a reflection of real-
life situations in classrooms, where these individual factors are not really controlled for 
and most pairing conditions are random.  
 In sum, pair work in general is well suited for assessment contexts, considering 
its many potential benefits and the wide use in educational contexts. However, the paired 
test format, so far, has been adopted primarily in speaking assessment, and still not much 
is known about how pair work or peer interaction during other types of tests (i.e., writing 
assessment) would affect the examinees’ performance. Therefore, as pointed out earlier, 
the nature and effect of peer interaction during pair work should be further explored in 
diverse contexts and with pairing conditions that are more reflective of real-world 
situations, rather than under strict experimental control. 
 
2.4 Integrated writing task 
 Before describing the institutional context of this study, it is important to discuss 
the type of writing task(s) used in writing assessments.  A timed impromptu essay writing 
task, often referred to as independent writing, has been extensively used to assess L2 






within a limited time frame of 30 minutes to 2 hours and the topic is not known to test 
takers prior to the test (Weigle, 2002, p. 59). For the last decade, independent writing 
tasks have been widely supported on the grounds that they provide a better representation 
of underlying writing ability than other so-called “indirect” measures of writing (i.e., 
multiple-choice tasks), because they allow the assessment of learners’ writing 
performance beyond the scope of grammar and usage (Camp, 1993; Guo, Crossley, & 
McNamara, 2013; Hamp-Lyons, 1991; Weigle, 2002). However, there have been 
concerns about the construct validity, reliability, and authenticity of using just 
independent writing tasks to assess writing ability (Cumming, 1997; Plakans, 2008; 
Weigle, 2002). As writers have to build arguments only based on their personal 
experience and prior knowledge in a decontextualized setting within a certain time limit, 
critiques have alleged that such tasks may underrepresent the actual writing ability of L2 
writers (e.g., Camp, 1993; Cumming, Kantor, Powers, Santos, & Taylor, 2000; Hamp-
Lyons & Kroll, 1996; Weigle, 2002).  
 Addressing these concerns, integrated writing tasks that include written and/or 
oral sources in the prompt have been proposed as one alternative measure to independent 
writing tasks. Integrated writing tasks, particularly “reading-to-write” tasks, have gained 
substantial support from researchers in that they not only provide content for essays but 
also overcome some of the authenticity concerns related to independent writing tasks 
(Feak & Dobson, 1996; Plakans, 2008, Weigle, 2004). In a classroom setting, academic 
writing assignments are rarely done in isolation, but are typically accompanied by 
listening and/or reading materials to help students to acquire the content knowledge and 






Horowitz, 1991; Leki & Carson, 1997; Weigle, 2002, 2004); Therefore, including written 
and/or oral sources in the prompt makes integrated writing tasks more authentic by 
making them resemble the type of academic writing commonly done in higher education 
(e.g., Cumming et al., 2000; Plakans, 2008; Weigle, 2004). Also, by sharing a common 
information source, test takers are exposed to a more equal amount of background 
knowledge compared to timed impromptu writing tasks in which they have to rely solely 
on their personal knowledge, which could vary substantially from one topic to another 
and from one test taker to another (Weigle, 2004, p. 35).  
 Largely for the above-mentioned reasons, source-based integrated writing tasks 
have become more common in college-level writing tests, for both non-native and native 
speakers of English. For instance, the Georgia State Test of English Proficiency (GSTEP) 
requires students to write an argumentative essay based on two reading passages with 
opposing views as part of the exam (Weigle, 2004). The Test of English as a Foreign 
Language (TOEFL) also added an integrated writing task in 2005, in which test takers are 
asked to read a short article on an academic topic and then listen to a short lecture on the 
same topic before writing about it.  
 The English Placement Test (EPT) at the University of Illinois is another 
example of an integrated writing task being used in higher-level institutions. In the UIUC 
EPT, test takers read a short article and then listen to a lecture on the same topic before 
writing an argumentative essay as a final task. A detailed description of the EPT will be 








3. INSTITUTIONAL CONTEXT: THE ENGLISH PLACEMENT TEST (EPT) 
3.1 What is the EPT? 
 The UIUC ESL program is housed within the Linguistics Department and offers 
ESL writing and oral pronunciation courses to both undergraduate and graduate students. 
Many newly admitted international students are required to take ESL course(s) according 
to their pre-arrival English proficiency test scores from either the Test of English as a 
Foreign Language (TOEFL) or the International English Language Testing System 
(IELTS), and/or other relevant information in their admission dossier.  
  The English Placement Test (EPT) is used to place students into appropriate 
writing and/or oral pronunciation course(s) in the ESL Program. The EPT assesses 
English ability of newly admitted international students as validated against the English 
language demands of the campus. Students who are placed in one or more ESL courses 
must complete all their required ESL course(s) before graduation. 
 
3.2 On-campus EPT 
 The on-campus EPT is administered between three and nine times before the 
first week of instruction each term (Spring, Summer, and Fall), depending on student 
demand. The EPT consists of two parts: a written test and an oral interview. The written 
exam is a source-based integrated writing test that asks test-takers to write an academic 
argumentative essay on a given topic after reading an article and listening to a short 
lecture. After test-takers finish reading an article and listening to a lecture, they are 
guided? through a series of writing activities that include a small group discussion and a 






for ESL placement. Each essay is blindly rated by two raters, and in case of 
disagreement, the essay is rated by a third rater. In this case, the most frequently 
occurring score of the three is used for placement (See APPENDIX A for the scoring 
rubric for the EPT written exam). Table 1 shows the procedure for the current operational 
EPT written exam, and detailed descriptions of each task follow.  
Table 1 EPT Written Exam Procedure  
10 min Check-In  
5-10 min Explanation of EPT procedure and topic 
introduction 
The test administrator explains the test process 
 
20 min Article reading 
Note taking allowed 
 
30 min Mini-lecture and group discussion  
5 min Explanation of scoring rubric 
The proctor explains the scoring criteria to help 
students in writing their essays. 
 
20 min First writing task (1st draft) 
A guideline is provided. Students will outline their 
essays based on the guideline. 
 
20 min Peer review and Q/A with teacher 
Discussion questions are provided. The proctor forms 
groups. Students will read other students’ first drafts 
and make suggestions for improvement based on 
discussion questions provided by the teacher. Students 
may also ask questions to the proctor. 
 
5 min Break  
60 min Second (Final) writing task  







Article reading and mini-lecture 
 The EPT provides two sources of information related to the essay topic: an 
article and a short lecture, which the test-takers are required to use to support their 
argument in addition to their own knowledge and experience. All the materials (articles, 
lectures, PPTs, discussion questions) are developed based on the EPT Specifications each 
year. Three writing prompts are selected and used in the regular on-campus EPT 
throughout the academic year, and eight to nine prompts are used for the online EPT.  No 
EPT prompts are re-used in the immediately following year. 
 The article is about one-and-a-half-pages long and test-takers are given 20 
minutes to read it; however, they can keep the article to refer back to until they finish 
their written exam. The mini-lecture is usually about 8 to 11 minutes, accompanied by a 
PowerPoint Presentation. Test-takers are strongly encouraged to take notes during the 
lecture as the information is not repeated, unlike the article which they can refer back to. 
  
Group discussion and peer review 
 The EPT has two interactive activities before the final writing task: a group 
discussion and peer review. After reading the article and hearing the lecture, test-takers 
are divided into small groups of 3 to 5 and engage in a 15-minute group discussion. Four 
questions related to the essay topic are provided on a PowerPoint slide for discussion.  
 Peer review is another opportunity for test-takers to hold discussions with other 
test-takers after they finish their first writing task.  Each test-taker is paired up with 
another test-taker, and they give and receive feedback on their first draft based on a set of 






2006) has emphasized the roles that guidelines play for effective peer review and revision 
outcomes. They suggested that guiding students what to focus on as well as how to give 
comments is crucial for the success of peer review. Therefore, all EPT-takers are 
provided with a set of five guiding questions that are closely linked to the EPT scoring 
criteria (see APPENDIX B for peer review guiding questions). 
 
Writing tasks 
 The EPT has 20-minute first draft and 60-minute final writing task. The task is 
to write an academic argumentative essay on a given topic. The prompt asks students to 
choose a side and argue why s/he thinks that way using the supporting materials (e.g., Do 
you support the smoke-free campus at UIUC? Why or why not?). For the first draft, a 
supplementary guideline (see APPENDIX C) is provided and students are asked to write 
or outline their first essay draft based on the guideline, which they use for peer feedback. 
After the peer review and a short break, students write their second or final essay, and 
only the final version is read and scored for ESL placement. As a part of normal 
operational practice, the first drafts are collected and saved but are not analyzed. 
 
The EPT Oral Interview (OI) 
 The second part of the EPT is the Oral Interview (OI), which takes place 
immediately after the written exam. The EPT OI is a one-on-one interview whose aim is 
to identify the students who are in need of formal instruction in English pronunciation. 
The EPT OI focuses on English pronunciation in terms of its intelligibility rather than 






spoken English can be understood without major difficulty. Based on the Oral Interview, 
students are placed into three different categories: recommended, highly recommended, 
or exempted from the ESL oral pronunciation courses.  
 
3.3 Online EPT 
 The “surge”, or the large increase in the number of international undergraduate 
students at UIUC in 2008 led to the development of an Online EPT to satisfy the growing 
need of undergraduate academic advisors for timely advising for incoming international 
undergraduate students. The Online EPT is administered 9 to 10 times in Summer before 
the start of Fall semester, and the test is offered only to undergraduate students via 
Moodle. The Online EPT is operationalized in the same procedure as the On-campus 
EPT. Test-takers are asked to read an article for 20 minutes and listen to a short video 
lecture before they write the final argumentative essay. They are given opportunities to 
exchange opinions in an online forum and outline their essay based on a guideline just as 
they do in the On-campus EPT; however, since all test-takers take the test individually in 
the place of their own choosing, peer review is not included in the test procedure. In place 
of oral interviews, students are required to record a three-minute monologue based on a 
given question and submit it online. If a student faces a technical problem during the 
exam or needs further oral testing for detailed examination of pronunciation skills, they 










 What makes the EPT unique from other placement tests is that it is a process-
oriented, workshop-style writing test instead of a timed, single-draft essay test whose 
format is popular in most large-scale testing settings. The current format of the EPT is 
based on Cho (2001) who proposed a workshop-style writing exam, largely influenced by 
cognitive process-oriented writing models in L1 literature (i.e., Flower & Hayes, 1981), 
which has gained extensive popularity in L2 writing instruction. By incorporating various 
types of writing activities that are commonly used in classrooms, such as brainstorming, 
peer feedback and revision, EPT aims to enhance test-takers’ awareness of writing tasks 
and facilitate their writing process. 
 Both versions of the EPT have been received positively by advisors as well as 
the test-takers (Chung, 2014), however, questions remain as to what exact role peer 
feedback plays in the test; more specifically, little is known about how test-takers 
perceive peer feedback and what they actually do during the peer feedback in the testing 
context like the EPT. Moreover, even though results from previous research (Cho, 2001) 
suggested that the process-oriented EPT facilitated students to perform better compared 
to the traditional single, timed-essay test, we are not yet sure if and how much impact the 











3.5 Aim of the current study and research questions  
As discussed earlier, a large amount of previous literature in SLA has investigated 
the effectiveness of using peer feedback in L2 instruction; However, (i) most studies 
compared students’ preferences or attitudes towards peer feedback to teacher feedback, 
(ii) only a small number of published studies have examined students’ interactions during 
peer feedback, (iii) no studies on peer feedback have been conducted to investigate the 
use of peer feedback in a testing context, specifically in a process-oriented writing 
assessment for a relatively large-scale setting. Given the complex nature of peer 
interactions in ESL writing classrooms, (iv) it is difficult to predict what impact peer 
feedback would have in a testing environment, and the English Placement Test (EPT) at 
the University of Illinois provides an excellent context for examining these gaps in SLA 
and L2 testing research. The EPT simulates a classroom situation by providing various 
pre-writing activities commonly used in a classroom, such as peer feedback and a 
revision session, to facilitate the test-takers’ writing process and elicit a writing sample 
that is most reflective of their best performance (“bias for best”, Swain, 1984). Within 
this institutional context, this study aims to provide a better understanding of the peer 
review use in a testing context by examining the peer review section of the UIUC EPT. 
This study will focus not only on test-takers’ perceptions towards peer feedback but also 
what they actually do during peer review as well as whether and how this process affects 
their test performance.  
Three types of data will be both quantitatively and qualitatively analyzed: (a) test-
takers’ responses from post-test questionnaires (RQ1), (b) audio-recordings of peer 






(RQ3). Detailed description and classification of each data source will be provided in the 
following chapters. 
 The research questions that guide the present study are as follows: 
RQ1. What are the test-takers’ perceptions and attitudes towards peer feedback in general 
and also in the testing context specifically?  
RQ2. What is the nature of interaction during peer feedback?  
(1) Are there distinct patterns of interaction observed during peer feedback? 
(2) If so, do they differ in the amount of talk in terms of number of words and word/turn? 
(3) Do they differ in terms of the content of feedback?  
RQ3. Does peer feedback have an impact on students’ writing performance? If so, what 




















This chapter describes the methodology utilized in order to answer the research 
questions that guide this investigation. I will begin by providing an overview of the data 
collection procedure. Then, I will describe the characteristics of the participants, 
materials, followed by the coding procedure. 
To address the first research question (RQ 1), test-taker perceptions and attitudes 
were elicited through post-test questionnaires, which include both Likert-scale items and 
open-ended questions. 400 responses to post-test questionnaires that have already been 
collected and archived from the regular EPT administration are analyzed. Next, to 
explore the nature of interaction during peer feedback (RQ 2), 31 audio-recordings of 
peer interactions during peer review are transcribed and analyzed. Lastly, to address the 
final research question, written texts produced by the test-takers are compared to the 
findings from peer interaction data to observe whether and what changes were made as a 
result of peer interaction (RQ 3). 
Table 2 Data collection timeline 
Data collection Data Type Research questions 
January 2016 Peer feedback, final draft RQ2, 3 
November 2015 ~ March 2017 Post-test questionnaire  RQ1, 3  
 
4.2 Participants and data collection procedure 
Participants for this study were actual EPT takers, and the data collection was 
carried out over multiple sessions during the regular EPT administration, from November 
2015 to March 2017. All test-takers followed the EPT procedure (see Table 1 in Chapter 






submitted their final essay for the written exam (see APPENDIX E). Both the post-test 
questionnaire responses and the essays were collected. In keeping with normal EPT 
administration practice, undergraduate and graduate students took the test together; that 
is, they were not separated for group discussion or peer review. 
For research question 1 (RQ1), four hundred PTQ responses collected in on-
campus EPT administrations between November 2015 and March 2017 were analyzed. 
184 were undergraduate students and 216 were graduate students. 211 were female and 
180 were male. According to the 391 PTQ responses whose language background was 
reported, 60% of students (n=235) were Chinese native speakers, and the rest were native 
speakers of Korean (n=55), Spanish (n=18), Arabic (n=9), Japanese (n=9), Hindi (n=6), 
Farsi (n=6), and Turkish (n=6). Languages with fewer than five native speakers included 
Malay, Indonesian, Thai, Russian, Kazakh, Hebrew, Tamil, Tagalog, French, and 
German.  
All test-takers completed the questionnaire in paper-and-pencil, except the special 
mid-semester EPT takers1 who took the online EPT. They were given additional 
questions about their experience with the online EPT via Google form after they had 
                                               
1 Mid-semester EPTs were (November and March) administered as the special EPT 
where students took both the on-campus and online versions of the test in a 
counterbalanced design. The mid-semester EPTs were administered as part of a different 
research project which aimed at investigating the comparability between the online and 
on-campus EPT. All mid-semester EPT takers were provided with a consent form before 
they began the test, and only the essays and survey responses from those who consented 
were used for analyses. The mid-semester EPT participants received the higher of two 
scores in cases where the two scores differed. During the period, 26 students completed 
both versions of the test, and for the current study, only the post-test questionnaire 







completed both versions of the test. Detailed description of the PTQ items will be 
discussed next (see 4.2 Materials).  
Test-takers’ peer feedback was recorded over four sessions during the EPT 
administration in Spring 2016. In keeping with normal EPT administration practice, 
undergraduate and graduate students took the test together; that is, they were not 
separated for group discussion or peer review. During the EPT administrations in Spring 
2016, eighty-six students took the test (56 undergraduate and 30 graduate students). Out 
of 86 students, 34 were female and 52 were male. The majority of the test-takers shared 
the same native language background (Chinese; n=58, 67%) and the rest were native 
speakers of Korean, Arabic, Portuguese, Spanish, Italian, Indonesian, Turkish, 
Vietnamese, and Malay. This is representative of the L1 backgrounds of the broader 
international population at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign.  
 
4.3 Materials 
 Three types of data were analyzed for the current study: a) post-test 
questionnaire responses, b) audio-recordings of peer feedback, and c) final essay drafts. 
All survey responses, audio-recordings, essays, and the transcripts were recorded and 
archived in the EPT Database and were de-identified by EPT staff prior to being 
analyzed. 
     4.3.1 Post-test questionnaires 
  Four hundred PTQ responses were randomly selected for analysis from the on-






 The questionnaire was divided into three sections: 1) peer review, 2) general 
EPT experience, and 3) language background. The survey included yes-no and open-
ended questions as well as closed-ended questions that asked the test-takers to indicate 
their level of agreement with specific statements by using a 5-point Likert scale ranging 
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).  
 Section I inquired about the test-takers’ attitudes and perceptions towards peer 
feedback in general and also in the specific EPT context. Two open-ended questions 
asked test-takers about the content of the feedback they received and what they learned 
from the peer feedback session during the EPT. And test-takers who reported having used 
their first language (L1) during the peer review were asked to provide a reason for their 
language choice. Section II asked about the test-takers’ overall EPT experience, 
specifically about their EPT performance and what they thought about the test type and 
format. The last section inquired about the test-takers’ general language background, 
including the amount of prior instruction they received in English and their writing 
habits.  
Online EPT takers were also required to fill out Sections II and III of the 
questionnaires, provided in Google Form. Because the online EPT does not have a peer 
review section, the peer review questions in Section I would not have been relevant for 
them. Instead, 8 questions related to the online EPT experience were included for this 
group (see APPENDIX F). 
 All survey responses from the EPT takers were recorded and archived in the 
EPT Database, and they were de-identified by EPT staff prior to being analyzed. Since 






feedback in the EPT, I focused mainly on the responses to the questions in Sections I 
(peer review) and III (language background) for my analysis.  
 
     4.3.2 Peer interaction  
 Each pair of test-takers was audio-recorded as they completed peer review 
sessions during the EPT, where they orally discussed their feedback based on guiding 
questions. During the peer review, each pair was given a digital audio-recorder that was 
placed on the desk between them, and then they were asked to speak as they normally 
would for classroom discussions. In case of an odd number of test-takers, a group of three 
was created, and each person alternated with one another to give and receive feedback on 
the first draft, following the normal administration procedure for the peer review. Some 
recordings were not successful due to technical difficulties (e.g., they did not press the 
record button and/or stop the recording, despite being instructed to do so). Both the three-
person group (n=1) and unsuccessful recordings (n=7) were later excluded for the 
consistency of the overall data, leaving 31 recordings of paired interaction (from 62 test-
takers) for analysis.   
 
     4.3.3 Writing task 
 Final drafts were collected from the regular on-campus EPT administrations as 
described above. Only the essays from Spring 2016 EPT takers whose peer interaction 
was recorded were chosen for analysis, as one of the goals of this study is to examine the 







4.4 Transcription and coding 
     4.4.1 Post-test questionnaire 
All four-hundred PTQ responses were recorded by the researcher in an Excel 
spreadsheet prior to the analysis. Responses to yes-no and close-ended questions were 
analyzed in terms of percentages and frequencies, and responses to open-ended questions 
were coded into categories. Specifically, Section I of the post-test questionnaire included 
open-ended questions that asked the test-takers to (a) provide a reason if they used their 
native language during the peer review, (b) what their peer commented on their draft and 
(c) what they learned from their peer’s feedback. Responses to each question were 
reviewed and emerging themes generated coding categories for the open-ended 
comments.  At the initial stage of coding process, all the responses were transcribed, 
recorded, and reviewed by the researcher to identify major or sub-categories in the coding 
scheme. Once the categories were identified, I coded all the comments based on the 
coding scheme. A second coder, an experienced ESL instructor of more than 4 years, 
reviewed the subset (n=100, 25% of the data) of the coded comments for inter-rater 
reliability. The detailed coding process of the responses to these open-ended questions 
will be provided in section 5.4.6. 
 
     4.4.2 Peer interaction 
 The verbal interaction between the test-takers during the peer review was audio-
recorded and collected over four EPT administrations in Spring 2016. 31 audio 
recordings collected during the peer review were transcribed by two undergraduate 






fluent in Chinese, and she translated all the Chinese used during the peer interaction. 
Chinese was the only native language that was shared and actually used by the test takers 
in the current data collection cycle. All the transcripts were crosschecked by both the 
researcher and the transcribers for accuracy. 
Units of Analysis 
As for the units of analysis, many of the previous studies on the nature of pair 
interaction (e.g., Lockhart & Ng, 1995; Nelson & Murphy, 1992; Zheng, 2012) divided 
the transcripts into smaller units (i.e., episodes, thought groups or idea units). Episodes 
are divided on topics, and thought groups and idea units are even smaller units usually 
consisting of a single clause. This is based on the notion that only one new concept is 
verbalized at a time, representing the speaker’s “cognitive chunking of words” (Chafe, 
1980).  
For the current study, following Storch (2002), I did not divide the transcripts into 
smaller units when assigning patterns of interaction to each transcript. Since the purpose 
of the study was to observe the nature of peer interaction in a broader sense, not just 
linguistic features, dividing the transcripts into syntactic units did not seem appropriate. 
Episodes were also initially considered as units of analysis, which revolves around one 
topic moving onto the next. However, during the peer review section of the EPT, pairs 
did not always spend enough time on one topic, and there were many instances where one 
test-taker discussed multiple topics in one turn, without giving a chance for his/her 
partner to respond. Such discourses were difficult to divide into episodes, and even if I 
did so, the process would result again in syntactic units, such as a clause, which would 






Therefore, in this study, for patterns of interaction, each transcript was examined 
as a whole without being divided into smaller units as in Storch (2002). Once a pattern of 
interaction was identified in each transcript, I analyzed each transcript based on recurring 
themes or topics for a detailed qualitative analysis.  
 
Patterns of interaction 
 Each transcript was qualitatively analyzed based on Storch (2002)’s coding 
scheme for patterns of interaction. I reviewed each transcribed interaction (n=31) and 
identified instances of the features described in Storch (2002) in addition to taking notes 
on any salient features found in each transcript. Based on these, each transcript was 
assigned to one of four patterns of interaction: collaborative, dominant/dominant, 
dominant/passive, or expert/novice. Table 3 below summarizes the list of the features 
from Storch (2002) that I used for initial categorization of the EPT peer review data. 
Pre-identified features of patterns of interaction in Storch (2002) (Table 3) were 
used to categorize the transcripts into distinct patterns of interaction, because its context 
was most similar to that of the current study as it explored the nature of interaction 
between adult ESL student pairs over three different language tasks and found different 
patterns of dyadic interaction that can be distinguished in term of equality and mutuality 
(Damon & Phelps, 1989). According to Damon & Phelps (1989), whose work Storch 
(2002) drew on, equality refers to the degree of control or how a pair share control over 
the task, and mutuality refers to how a pair engages with each other’s contributions or 
suggestions. Based on these two indexes of equality and mutuality, Storch distinguished 






expert/novice), and this can be graphically represented in four quadrants, as the shown in 
Figure 1.  
Table 3 Features of patterns of interaction (adapted from Storch, 2002) 
Pattern Features 
Collaborative • A pair works together on all parts of the task 
• Learners are willing to offer and engage with each other’s 
ideas 
• Alternative views are offered/discussed, reaching 
resolutions acceptable to both learners 
Dominant/ 
Dominant 
• Both participants contribute to the task, but there is 
unwillingness or inability to fully engage with each 
other’s contribution. 
• Discussions fail to reach consensus 
• Participants may contribute equally to the task, but there 




• A dominant participant takes an authoritarian stance and 
seems to appropriate the task.  
• The other participant adopts a more passive, subservient 
role.  
• There is less negotiation, as there are fewer contributions 
or challenges coming from the more passive participant. 
Expert/ 
Novice 
• One participant takes more control over the task but acts 
also as an expert who actively encourages the other 
participant to participate in the task. 
 
 






For example, for the pairs with high equality (collaborative, dominant/dominant 
patterns), their interactions would display not only an equal distribution of turns or 
amount of talk, but they should both be sharing control of the task. And for those with 
high mutuality (collaborative, expert/novice), there would be more reciprocal feedback 
and idea sharing compared to pairs with a low level of mutuality (Damon & Phelps, 
1989). Therefore, according to this framework, collaborative and dominant/dominant 
patterns of interaction, which both show a high level of equality, could be distinguished 
by the participants’ engagement of each other (mutuality). While collaborative pairs 
would display a higher level of engagement by suggesting alternative views and 
following up on each other’s ideas, pairs with dominant/dominant patterns of interaction 
would show no or little reciprocal feedback, nor negotiations (i.e., confirmation checks or 
positive/negative feedback).  
When I was initially analyzing the transcripts, not all features of patterns of 
interaction in Storch (2002) were present in the current data, but the features identified in 
Storch (2002) were adequate to portray the way that the EPT test takers interacted with 
each other during the peer review. As Storch (2002) also acknowledges, the notions of 
equality and mutuality represent continua (Storch, p. 127) and may not always be clear-
cut when it comes to categorizing the patterns of interaction. However, during the coding 
process, I found this framework very informative as it helped me not to just rely on the 
observable traits such as the amount of talk or linguistic traits, but also on the broader 
dynamics between the participants based on the dimensions of mutuality and equality. In 
addition, since the test-takers took turns commenting on each other’s first drafts, some of 






review section. In such cases, transcripts were coded according to the dominant pattern of 
interaction displayed in the paired interactions. 
In the current data, interestingly, there were also a few transcripts (n=10) that 
could not be assigned to one of these four patterns of interaction. Among the thirty-one 
transcripts analyzed, about two thirds of the group (61.3%, n=19) showed a collaborative 
pattern of interaction and two showed a dominant-dominant pattern (6.5%). Unlike the 
findings of Storch (2002) and Zheng (2012), no transcript was categorized as belonging 
to the dominant/passive or expert/novice patterns of interaction. In addition, 32% (n=10) 
of the data were uncategorized during the initial coding process, because they displayed 
distinct patterns of interaction which did not fit neatly into one of the categories from 
Storch (2002) or Zheng (2012). Nine of these ten uncategorized transcripts showed some 
features of the dominant/dominant pattern (e.g., equal participation, but less engagement 
with each other) but they were in the form of a “monologue”. A new category called 
dominant/dominant monologue pattern was created to categorize this unique group of 
test-takers. Lastly, the test-takers in one uncategorized transcript (Transcript 17) adopted 
passive, subservient roles and were inactive, uninterested in fulfilling the task. To 
highlight passiveness of the pair during their interaction, I categorized this transcript as a 
passive/passive pattern. I followed Zheng’s categorization in labeling this transcript, 
because a similar pattern of interaction was observed in Zheng (2012), but not in Storch 
(2002). Zheng’s study also used four patterns of interaction according to Storch’s 
framework (collaborative, dominant/dominant, dominant/passive, expert/novice), but it 
also added another group, passive/passive, to categorize the participants who showed a 






the pair (Transcript 17) showed a similar pattern of interaction, I adopted Zheng’s 
categorization and labeled this transcript as passive/passive.   
Overall, in the current data, total 4 patterns of interaction were identified: 
collaborative, dominant/dominant, dominant/dominant monologue, and passive/passive. 
Table 4 below summarizes the features in each pattern of interaction that was used to 
categorize the transcripts. 
Table 4 Features of patterns of interaction (adapted from Storch (2002) & Zheng (2012)) 
Pattern Features 
Collaborative • A pair works together on all parts of the task 
• Learners are willing to offer and engage with each other’s 
ideas  
• Alternative views are offered/discussed, reaching resolutions 
acceptable to both learners 
Dominant/ 
Dominant 
• Participants may contribute equally to the task, but there 
may be very little engagement with each other’s 
contribution. 
• Discussions often fail to reach consensus 
Dominant/Dominant 
monologue 
• Both participants contribute to the task, but there is no 
engagement with each other’s contribution. 
• There is less negotiation, and their conversation is 
monologic in nature. 
Passive/passive • There is unwillingness or inability to fully engage with each 
other’s contribution. 
• Passive participation from both participants 
 
Once this initial stage of coding process was over, a second coder was invited to 
review all the categorized transcripts for interrater reliability. The second coder and I 
reached absolute agreement on 29 transcripts with regard to categorization. However, two 
transcripts (Transcript 1, 21) needed an additional round of discussion because they 






transcripts were coded as belonging to one of the four interaction patterns according to 
the features that occurred most frequently. 
 
Amount of talk 
 Once each transcript was assigned a pattern of interaction, amount of talk was 
measured in terms of total words and words per turn, following Dörnyei and Kormos 
(2000). This was to account for the overall length of the discourse and the mean length of 
turns within it. Words and turns were counted within each pair, and then a mean of words 
per turn was calculated for each participant. Overlapping words were counted as well as 
hesitation markers, and only full, identifiable words were included for analysis.  
 
Content of peer feedback 
 Each transcript of peer feedback was analyzed according to topics of utterance. 
To gain a better understanding of the contents of peer feedback, I coded four transcripts 
(13% of the data) based on the component of an argumentative essay structure (Table 5), 
which was the essay type that the test-takers were asked to write during the test.  
Table 5 Initial coding scheme for topics of utterance 
Categories Subcategories 
Overall quality Overall quality 
Introduction Thesis statement  
 Clarity of main idea (thesis statement) 
 Background 
 Suggestions for improvement - Introduction 
Body paragraph Topic sentence within body paragraph 
 Clarity of topic sentence 
 Structure of body paragraphs 
 Evidence (use of sources) 










 Academic style 
 Citation 
Conclusion Restated thesis statement 
 Summary of main points 
 Structure of conclusion 
 Suggestions for improvement - Conclusion 
 
However, after reviewing the transcripts, I noticed that test-takers’ discussions were 
not necessarily based on argumentative essay structure, but rather were centered on the 
following five guiding questions provided to them during the peer review: 
1. Does the author address a clear thesis statement in the introduction? 
 
2. Do you find the body paragraphs support the thesis statement? 
 
3. Are the ideas in the essay supported with ideas from both the lecture and the 
article? 
 
4. Is the draft written in the examinee’s own words and not copied directly from the 
lecture or article? 
 
5. Does the draft use standard grammatical conventions? 
 
Therefore, I revised the coding scheme and coded the transcripts based on those 
five guiding questions. I checked to see if test-takers had responded to the questions or at 
least addressed them, and then made notes of other topics present in the transcripts. I 
coded a sample of the data (n=5) according to these categories, and then revised the 
categories using Krippendorff’s (1980) analytic procedures for refining categories in a 
content analysis (See Table 6 for revised categories). I further examined the transcripts 






this was to examine not only whether the test-takers had responded to each guiding 
question, but also to observe the quality of their discussion. For instance, if they 
addressed the guiding question, I coded it as “comment on the question/topic”, if they 
added explanation to their comment, I noted them as “explanation”, if the test-takers 
made any evaluative comments, I coded them as “evaluation”, and lastly, if they added 
any suggestions for improvement, I also made note and marked them as “suggestion”. 
Below are examples of the sentences that illustrate the difference between “explanation”, 
“evaluation” and “suggestion”. 
(1) Explanation: “I think her ideas are clear in thesis introduction statement. Although her 
introduction is a bit long. But after he introduced the whole thing, she immediately state 
that she is support the taxes” (Transcript 29) 
(2) Evaluation: “The grammar is good, pretty much very good. Okay” (Transcript 24) 
(3) Suggestion: “I have some suggestion for your article. Maybe you can combine one of 
those not very important paragraph together, like, some disadvantages, you can combine 
these together.” (Transcript 14) 
 In the current data, I did not find many quantifiable instances of evaluative 
comments and explanations across the transcripts. However, this process of examining 
the quality of comments helped me to observe distinct characteristics that differentiated 










Table 6 Revised coding scheme for topics of utterance 
 Coding categories Subcategories 
Warm-up  Self-introduction 









(Body support thesis) 





(Ideas from both sources) 





(Own words, no copying) 











Summary of key ideas 
Spelling/ Vocabulary 
Test procedure / instructions 
Personal information (e.g., age, hometown, major) 
Others 
*Note: Since the test-takers took turns giving and receiving feedback during the peer review, 
this chart (categories) was used for each test-taker. 
  
Once the coding scheme was established, a subset of 5 transcripts (16% of the 






transcripts were chosen from a collaborative pattern and the other two were selected from 
a dominant/dominant monologue pattern of interaction, as they were two most frequently 
observed patterns in the current study.  
The second coder and I first coded the transcripts individually and then met again 
to discuss the results. We had exact agreement on all the coding except for one category, 
“evaluation”. The second coder coded all the comments as “evaluation”, while I did it 
only selectively. It was revealed during our discussion that the second coder was 
considering all the comments as evaluative when they showed an “evaluative mode” 
stance (Lockhart & Ng, 1995). Since reader stances were not the focus of the current 
study, we decided to code only the comments that explicitly used evaluative language 
(e.g., “grammar is good”) and after that clarification, we reached 100% agreement.  
In addition to coding the contents of peer feedback based on the emergent topics 
in the transcripts, we also discussed the different features observed in the five sample 
transcripts. The second coder could easily divide the transcripts into two groups 
(collaborative vs. non-collaborative pattern of interaction) based on the turn-taking 
sequence, cooperative attitude and engagement between the peers, and the manner and 
amount of shared ideas during the interaction. These observations further confirmed the 
different patterns of interaction observed in the current study. 
 
     4.4.3 Essays  
 All essays collected from Spring 2016 administrations were transcribed by the 






reflected or used the comments made by their peers in their final drafts, only the essays of 
the students whose recordings of peer interaction are available were used for analysis.  
 
4.5 Summary 
This chapter has described the participants, data source, and coding for this study. 
It draws on multiple data sources, including survey responses, peer review transcripts, 
and essays. Here is a brief overview of the following chapters, which will address the 
three research questions. Chapter 4 describe the methodology used to analyze each data 
source, and how each was used to address the three research questions. Chapter 5 address 
the first research question (RQ 1) by discussing the test-taker perceptions and attitudes. 
They were elicited through post-test questionnaires, which included both Likert-scale 
items and open-ended questions. 400 responses to the post-test questionnaires that have 
already been collected and archived from the regular EPT administration were analyzed 
by percentages and frequencies. In chapter 6, to explore the nature of interaction during 
peer feedback (RQ 2), 31 audio-recordings of peer interactions during peer review have 
been transcribed and analyzed in terms of their patterns of interaction, and the amount 
and contents of talk. Lastly, in chapter 7, to address the final research question, written 
texts produced by the test-takers have been triangulated with the post-test questionnaire 
and peer interaction data to observe whether and what changes were made as a result of 
peer interaction (RQ 3). Chapter 8 summarize the findings from this study and discuss 
limitations and future directions. By conducting both quantitative and qualitative analysis 
of the three type of data, I hope to provide a more comprehensive understanding of the 
peer feedback use in a testing context and provide useful implications to both classroom 






5. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION FOR RESEARCH QUESTION ONE 
5.1 Overview 
The first research question (RQ1), which asked what the test-takers’ attitudes and 
perceptions towards peer feedback were in general and also in the testing context, was 
addressed by analyzing the responses to the post-test questionnaire. A total of 400 
responses to the PTQ from the EPT administrations were randomly selected and 
analyzed. PTQ consisted of three major sections: 1) peer review, 2) general EPT 
experience, and 3) language background. Yes-no and closed-ended items were analyzed 
based on numbers and percentages, as the closed-ended questions asked the test-takers to 
indicate their level of agreement with specific statements by using a 5-point Likert scale 
ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Two open-ended questions were 
examined qualitatively by observing the emerging themes. The following sections 
describe and discuss the process of data collection, analysis, and results in detail. 
 
 






5.2 Past peer review experience 
 Section I of the post-test questionnaire inquired about test-takers’ previous peer 
review experience and their perceptions about the peer review section of the EPT. 
78.75% of test-takers (n=315) responded that they had done a peer review before taking 
the test, while 21.25% (n=85) responded they had never done it before. Among those 
with previous peer review experience, 45.7% (n=144) said they had rarely done a peer 
review, 46.6% (n=147), said they had done it sometimes, and 7.6% (n=24) said they had 
often done peer review in the past (see Figure 2). 
 
5.3 Shared native language and its use 
 59.2% (n=236) of the test-takers responded they shared the same native 
language with their peers during the peer review. As to the question how much they used 
the native language with their peers, 49.6% (n=197) said they did not use their native 
language, 27.5% (n=109) said they used it very little, 15.4% (n=61) said they used it 
some, and 7.6% (n=30) of test-takers responded they used it very much. 
 For those who responded that they used their native language during the peer 
review, there was an optional open-ended question that asked what they used it for. 148 
test-takers responded to this question, whose responses were classified into different 
categories (Table 7). Test-takers commented that they used their shared native language 
primarily to express ideas more clearly (n=45), explain difficult words (n=45), become 
familiar with each other (n =23), discuss or communicate (n =23), and discuss the test or 
test instructions (n =6). The rest of the responses were categorized as “Others”, as they 







Table 7 Test-takers’ shared native language use 
Categories Total (n=148) % Sample comments 
To express ideas more clearly 45 30 When we can't explain our ideas clearly 
To explain difficult words 45 30 Few words we can hardly describe in 
English. 
To get familiar with each other 23 16 To talk something out of the topic, like 
what's your favorite band? 
To discuss / to communicate 23 16 We talked about some personal opinion on 
the topic  
About the test instruction 6 4 Talk about the scoring and ESL courses 




*Note: SD=Strongly disagree, D=Disagree, N=Neither disagree or agree, A=Agree, SA=Strongly agree 































































0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
12. I'd like to have a peer review section for other writing
tests like the EPT in the future.
11. I appreciate having the opportunity to receive feedback
from peers.
10. I find peer-reviews helfpul.
9. I was able to write a better essay based on my peer's
comments.
8. I feel comfortable doing peer-review with other test-takers.
7. The peer review section of the EPT helped me write my
final essay.
6. I made changes in my final essay based on my peer's
comments.
5. I read my peer's essay before giving comments.
4. I found guidiing questions for peer review useful.
3. My peer did not participate actively during the peer-review.
2. I actively participated in the peer review.
1. Before taking the test, I thought peer reviews were helpful.






5.4 Perceptions about the peer review section of the EPT 
 Test-takers’ responses to the questions related to their perceptions and attitudes 
towards the peer review section of the EPT are presented in Figure 3. One response was 
missing for questions 2, 6, 8, 10, and 12; two responses were missing for question 7, and 
four responses were missing for question 5.  Since these numbers were small and would 
not significantly impact the results, I excluded the missing responses from the analysis.  
 The first question was about the test taker’s perception of peer reviews in 
general. Even though some students might have not done a peer review prior to taking the 
EPT, I wanted to know whether they had a positive impression of the activity. 74% of the 
test takers agreed or strongly agreed that they thought peer reviews were helpful before 
taking the test, and 22% of test takers had no opinion.   
 Questions 2 and 3 were about test takers’ participation and engagement in the 
peer review. I hoped to learn what they thought of their peer’s participation during the 
activity and whether they read each other’s essay prior to giving comments. Over 82% of 
test takers responded that they actively participated in the peer review, and conversely, 
only about 4% of test takers agreed or strongly agreed that their peers did not participate 
actively during the peer review, which informs us that the EPT takers generally perceive 
themselves as active participants in the peer review. Question 4 inquired about the 
helpfulness of the guiding questions in the peer review, and about 82% of test takers 
either agreed or strongly agreed that the guiding questions were helpful. Question 5 asked 
whether they read their peer’s essay before giving comments, and 94% responded that 






 The rest of the questions in Part I inquired about the test-takers’ perception of 
the helpfulness of the peer review section in the EPT, peer feedback they received during 
the activity, and the changes they made to their essay based on the feedback. Based on 
the survey results, the EPT takers appeared to show positive attitudes towards the EPT 
peer review section and peer’s comments in general. Around 72% of test-takers agreed or 
strongly agreed that they made changes in their final essay based on their peer’s 
comments, and 76% of test-takers responded that they agreed or strongly agreed that the 
peer review section of the EPT helped them write their final essay and they could write a 
better essay based on their peer’s comments.  
 About 86% of test-takers responded that they felt comfortable doing the peer 
review with other test-takers, and 94% said they appreciated having the opportunity to 
receive feedback from peers.  Question 10 more directly asked whether they found peer 
reviews helpful, and 86% of test-takers agreed or strongly agreed that peer reviews were 
helpful. The last question asked whether test-takers would like to have a peer review 
section for other writing tests like the EPT in the future, and about 83% either agreed or 
strongly agreed to the statement, while only around 6% of test-takers disagreed or 
strongly disagreed. 
 
     5.4.1 Comparison of test-takers with and without previous peer review experience 
 Next, I tried to see if responses to other questions differed based on test-takers’ 
previous peer review experience. As discussed earlier, Section I of the post-test 






test-takers (n=315) responded that they had done a peer review before taking the test, 
while 21.25% (n=85) responded they had never done one before.  
 Perceptions and attitudes towards the peer review section of the EPT did not 
significantly differ based on the test-takers’ previous peer review experience as can be 
observed in Figure 4 and 5. Both groups agreed or strongly agreed that they actively 
participated in the peer review (96% for PR group and 85% for no-PR group) and found 
guiding questions helpful (78% for PR group and 83% for no-PR group). For both 
groups, over 70% of test-takers responded that they made changes in their final essay 
based on their peer’s comments, and they were able to write a better essay based on their 
peer’s comments (74% for PR group and 75% for no-PR group).  
 
 
*Note: SD=Strongly disagree, D=Disagree, N=Neither disagree or agree, A=Agree, SA=Strongly agree 
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*Note: SD=Strongly disagree, D=Disagree, N=Neither disagree or agree, A=Agree, SA=Strongly agree 
Figure 5 Responses of test-takers without previous peer review experience 
 
 
          *Note: PR= test-takers with previous peer review experience, No PR= test-takers without previous     
          peer review experience. SD=Strongly disagree, D=Disagree, N=Neither disagree or agree, A=Agree,  
          SA=Strongly agree  
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 Before taking the EPT, the majority of test-takers with previous peer review 
experience (78%) agreed or strongly agreed that they thought peer reviews were helpful, 
while 59% of those with no previous peer review experience agreed or strongly agreed 
that they thought peer reviews were helpful before to taking the test (Figure 6). Also, 
33% of the test-takers without previous peer review experience responded they had no 
opinion about whether peer reviews were helpful prior to taking the test. Interestingly, the 
post-test questionnaires showed that the test-takers without previous peer review 
experience became either more positive or negative towards the peer review after taking 
the test. For instance, 26% of the test-takers with no previous peer review experience 
strongly agreed that the peer review section of the EPT helped them write their final 
essay, which is much higher than 19% for the test-takers with previous peer review 
experience. On the other hand, while 10% of the test-takers with previous peer review 
experience disagreed or strongly disagreed that they made changes to the final essay 
based on their peer’s comments, a higher percentage of test-takers without previous peer 
review experience (14%) disagreed or strongly disagreed with the statement. Also, while 
13% of test-takers with previous peer review experience disagreed that peer reviews were 
helpful, 34% of test-takers without previous peer review experience responded that peer 
reviews were not helpful. 
 
     5.4.2 Factor Analysis 
 Additionally, I conducted an exploratory factor analysis, or more specifically, a 
principal component analysis (PCA) using SPSS to determine whether there existed any 






exclude any items for future administrations.  I designed the post-test questionnaire in a 
way that the questions could be linked to different dimensions or categories (e.g., test-
taker perception towards the helpfulness of peer review, test-taker’s engagement and 
participation in the activity), and the descriptive statistics revealed similar response 
patterns to those questions originally intended for common dimensions. Exploratory 
factor analysis was performed as an additional measure to determine whether the 
questions were grouped into the dimensions described above in the survey responses. 
 Initially, the factorability of the 12 items was examined. The Kaiser-Meyer-
Olkin measure of sampling adequacy was .843, above the commonly recommended value 
of .6, and Bartlett’s test of sphericity was highly significant (p=.000), which indicated 
that each item shared some common variance with other items and correlations between 
items were sufficiently large for PCA. The correlation matrix did not show any 
correlations above .9, which means multicollinearity was not a problem.  Based on all 
these indicators, the data was deemed suitable for factor analysis. 
 An initial analysis was run to obtain eigenvalues for each component in the data. 
Three components had eigenvalues over Kaiser’s criterion of 1 and in combination 
explained 65.616% of the total variance; and these three factors were retained in the final 
analysis. Next, I conducted an orthogonal rotation using the Varimax method, and the 
factor loadings are presented below in Table 8. Factor loadings less than 0.4 were 
suppressed for interpretative purposes as suggested by Stevens (2002) (i.e. loadings 
greater than 0.4 represent substantive value), and the variables were listed in the order of 











1 2 3 
6. I made changes in my final essay 
based on my peer's comments. 0.861     
7. The peer review section of the EPT 
helped me write my final essay. 0.857     
9. I was able to write a better essay 
based on my peer's comments. 0.840     
10. I find peer reviews helpful. 0.837     
4. I found guiding questions for peer 
review helpful. 0.741     
12. I'd like to have a peer review 
section for other writing tests like the 
EPT in the future. 0.680     
11. I appreciate having the opportunity 
to receive feedback from peers. 0.571     
1. Before taking the test, I thought peer 
reviews were helpful. 0.403     
2. I actively participated in the peer 
review.   0.875   
3. My peer did not participate actively 
during the peer review.   -0.756   
8. I feel comfortable doing peer review 
with other test-takers. 0.469 0.538   
5. I read my peer's essay before giving 
comments.     0.953 
Extraction method: Principal Component Analysis 
Rotation method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization 
a. Rotation converged in 4 iterations 
  
As Table 8 shows, the questions that loaded highly on factor 1 seemed to all 
relate to the test-takers’ perception and attitudes towards the helpfulness of the peer 
review section of the EPT. The questions that loaded highly on factor 2 all seemed to 
relate to the test-takers’ engagement and/or participation in the activity; Question 8 
loaded to both factor 1 and 2, but when considering the content of the question, it seemed 
to be more related to factor 2 as the question inquired specifically about how comfortable 
the test-taker felt during the peer review, and the loading was higher for factor 2 as well. 






about the test-taker behavior, which is different from other sets of questions in the post-
test questionnaire.  
These results from principal component analysis seem to reveal that the initial 
post-test questionnaire is composed of three components: helpfulness (i.e. in drafting the 
final essay, using guiding questions, and activity in general), test-taker 
engagement/participation, and test-taker behavior. These subscales also seem to align 
with the set of dimensions originally intended by the researcher, and this may indicate 
that the current questions in the post-test questionnaire for this study could be retained for 
future administrations.  
 
     5.4.3 Responses to open-ended questions 
 Part I included two open-ended questions that inquired about what the test-
takers had learned from the feedback and what their peer commented on during the peer 
review. The purpose of these questions was to have a better understanding of what the 
test takers actually did during the peer review as well as on which part they thought was 
helpful. This section will discuss the test-takers’ responses to these two open-ended 
questions:  
 (a) What did you learn from your peer’s feedback?  
 (b) What did your peer comment on during the peer review?  
 Out of 400 test-takers, overall 349 responded to question (a) and 326 to question 
(b). I analyzed a random sample of survey responses from 100 test-takers (20% of the 






emergent themes were used to code the rest of the responses. Details of coding process 
are described below. 
 First, the subset of 100 survey responses were read multiple times and then were 
divided according to emergent themes. This process resulted in the identification of 9 
categories for question (a) and 9 categories for question (b). I coded total 117 comments 
from 100 test-taker responses and 126 comments for question (b) based on the categories. 
Since one response from a test-taker could be coded for multiple categories, this yielded a 
higher total number of comments than the total number of test-takers. I invited a second 
coder to review all the coded comments. The inter-coder reliability with the second 
coder, calculated as percentage of exact agreement, was 93% for the responses to 
question (a) and 88% for the responses to question (b), and we reached 100% agreement 
after discussing the disagreements. Given the high percentage of inter-coder reliability, I 
rated the rest of the responses on my own in accordance with the emergent categories. 
Table 3 and 4 below describe the emergent categories from the qualitative analysis, as 
well as the frequency and percent of responses and comments for each category.   
 
Question A: What did you learn from peer’s feedback? 
 Out of 454 comments to question (a), less than 1% (n=4) indicated that they had 
learned nothing from their peer’s feedback, and 23.7% (n=105) of the comments 
specifically mentioned appreciating the opportunity to learn another person’s opinions or 
views. This corresponds to the results from the closed-ended items on the questionnaire, 
where over 60% of the respondents agreed or strongly agreed that peer review was 






detailed comments about what they learned from their peers. While about 7% of all 
responses were comments about lexico-grammatical features and mechanics, and 11 
comments (2.4%) were made specifically about source citation, more than 40% of the 
responses were related to rhetorical features such as argumentation, organization, and 
evidence use. Overall, responses to question (a) showed that most test-takers made use of 
the peer review opportunity by exchanging detailed feedback to each other’s drafts, in 
accordance with the test developers’ goals for the session. 
Table 9 What did you learn from your peer’s feedback? 
Category N % Sample comments 
Other people’s ideas and perspectives 105 23.7 Understand other’s point of view and their 
approach 
Organization and structure  99 22.3 It helped me improve my essay by organizing it 
better. 
Supporting ideas, illustrations, 
details, evidence 
84 19.2 I should give more examples to support the core 
sentences in each paragraph.  
Clarity and directness of argument 63 14.2 State my points directly rather than indirectly. 
Grammar, vocabulary, mechanics 33 7.4 He helped me figure out some grammar mistakes. 
Vague responses  28 6.3 Some revising suggestions  
What I should do to improve my essay 
Responses unrelated to the writing 
task 
26 5.9 I’ve learned something about his country  
Citation  11 2.4 To modify my words and sentence different from 
passage and lecture 
None 4 0.9 Learned nothing. 
Total 454 100  
 
 Interestingly, out of 454 responses, about 5.9% (n=26) were comments 
unrelated to the writing task. At first glance, they seemed like off-task talk; however, 
when closely examined, they were not entirely off-topic and still relevant to the task. 






handwriting (e.g., “Pay attention to the time limited”, “Write a more recognizable 
handwriting”), which could be considered as useful test-taking strategies. There were also 
a few comments associated with attitudes (e.g., “That I should be confident about my 
ability”, “don’t put myself in a box. It’s better to be open mind”) and backgrounds (e.g., 
“I’ve learned something about his country” as seen in Table 9), which might not be 
directly relevant to the writing task. However, all these comments can be considered 
positive, as they showed that the test-takers indeed engaged with each other and provided 
helpful advice, even if they were not directly related to specific rhetorical or lexico-
grammar features. Researchers have tended to disregard the importance of off-task talk, 
considering it irrelevant. It is also commonly assumed that such off-task talk has no 
pedagogical benefit (Dyson, 1987, p. 417). However, as Markee (2005) has pointed out, 
off-task interactions may be closer to what learners’ ‘real-life’ interactions are like, 
making it potentially as valuable as on-task interactions, albeit for different reasons. This 
seemingly off-task talk may provide valuable insights into learners’ interactional 
competence or social aspects of learning that might not be easily obtained from formal 
assessment instruments (Markee, 2005, p. 212). For these reasons, it would be 
worthwhile to examine and discuss how such off-task talk has taken place during the peer 
review interaction, and how it contributed to learners’ engagement, learning process and 










Table 10 What did your peer comment on during the peer review? 
Category N % Sample comments 
Paragraph structure 116 26.3 
The structure of my essay and how to write a good 
introduction. 
Illustration (supporting ideas and 
evidence) 105 23.8 
Details were missing; You can use more concrete 
example to support your views. 
Clarity of argument  73 16.6 I should have a more straightforward thesis; Insert clear argument 
Grammar, vocabulary, mechanics 51 11.6 Some grammar mistakes 
Vague responses (e.g., topic, ideas, 
advice) 46 10.4 Different opinions; Ideas 
Responses unrelated to the writing 
task 21 4.8 He also told me he was here to study economy. 
Overall evaluation of the quality of 
the draft  18 4.1 He thinks I did a good job. 
Citation  7 1.6 Not directly cite from the article 
None  4 0.9 Actually, nothing.  
Total 441 100  
 
Question B: What did your peer comment on during the peer review? 
Responses to question (b) in Table 10 show that the test-taker comments during 
the peer review activity covered a variety of topics ranging from argument and paragraph 
structure to citation styles. The most frequently mentioned topics were rhetorical features, 
followed by paragraph structure, argument, the use of evidence, and illustration. Only 
11.6% of the comments (n=51) were on lexico-grammar features, and 7 comments were 
made specifically on citation. There were also relatively general comments about the 
overall evaluation of the quality of the draft (e.g., “He thinks I did a good job”) (n=18). 
About 10% of total responses to question (b) (n=46) included vague comments which 
hinted that the peers made suggestions for improvement but did not specify the nature of 
the suggestions (e.g., “We exchange our ideas and see if there should be some 






Similar to the responses to question (a), most test-takers made detailed comments 
based on the peer review questions, which indicate that the test-takers followed the 
guiding questions and discussed each other’s paper. Overall, these comments from two 
open-ended questions in the PTQ show that the test-takers indeed made use of the peer 
review activity and guiding questions to provide feedback to their peers, not just 
evaluating each other’s draft (e.g. good or bad) but also using their background 
knowledge on writing to comment on various topics related to both rhetorical and lexico-
grammar features. The detailed responses indicate that the test-takers were attentive to 
their peer’s opinion, and this provides a piece of evidence that supports the test-takers’ 
positive perceptions and attitudes towards the peer review section in the EPT. 
 
5.5 Summary 
Overall, the responses to post-test questionnaire revealed that the majority of test-
takers considered their peers’ comments helpful and that the activity helped them write a 
better essay. Test-takers indicated they generally had a positive experience with the peer 
review activity during the on-campus EPT. Despite not knowing each other – as most of 
the test-takers meet for the first time on the day of the test – test-takers showed positive 
attitudes towards the peer review, and most of them reported that they actively 
participated in the activity. Such positive attitudes towards the peer review are consistent 
with what the previous studies have reported (e.g., Rollinson, 1998). Previous studies on 
peer review were restricted to a classroom setting where participants were classmates, 
although they likely knew each other to varying degrees. Test-takers’ positive responses 






Villamil and de Guerrero, 1996) even in assessment contexts, like the EPT, where most 
test-takers were meeting each other for the first time. 
About one fourth of the test-takers (25%) reported not having had a previous peer 
review experience before taking the EPT. While about 50% had thought peer reviews 
would be helpful prior to taking the test, more than 30% of those test-takers did not have 
any opinion towards the activity. The questionnaire data showed that after taking the test, 
both groups expressed positive perceptions and attitudes towards the peer review section 
of the EPT. There was not a significant difference between the groups with and without 
the past peer review experience regarding their perceptions and attitudes towards the peer 
review section of the EPT, as both groups found the opportunity to receive feedback from 
others helpful to write their final drafts. 
Test-takers’ responses to the two open-ended questions in the survey let us have 
some insights into what actually happened during the peer review process. Qualitative 
analysis of the responses revealed that the test-takers made use of the peer review activity 
in a meaningful way by discussing both rhetorical and lexico-grammatical features. It 
was possible to see that the test-takers made use of the peer review opportunity by 
exchanging feedback on their drafts with peers, in accordance with the test-developers’ 
goal for the session. The responses also showed that the test-takers were attentive to their 
peers’ opinion, and this may have contributed to the positive perceptions and attitudes 
towards the peer review section of the EPT.  
Although the test-takers’ self-reported data suggested peer review positively 
impacted their affect and provide a glimpse of what happened during the activity, it does 






dynamics these peers had during the activity. In addition, many had reported that they 
reflected their peers’ comments in final drafts; however, we do not know to what extent 
test-takers incorporated their peer’s feedback into their final drafts or what type of 
feedback was most likely to be incorporated. 
In order to better understand what actually went on during the peer review, in the 
following section, I will examine the nature of peer interaction during the peer review by 
both quantitatively and qualitatively analyzing the transcripts of the peer review audio-
recordings collected from the actual EPT administrations. The following section will also 




















6. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION FOR RESEARCH QUESTION TWO 
6.1 Overview 
The second research question sought to explore the nature of interaction during 
peer feedback between 1st and 2nd drafts. In order to better understand how test-takers 
interacted during the peer review activity, three different stages of analysis were 
undertaken. In the first stage of data analysis, I used the pre-identified features in Storch 
(2002) and Zheng’s (2012) patterns of interaction to categorize the peer review 
transcripts into different interactional patterns. The purpose was to see if the test-takers 
would show the same or similar pattern(s) of interaction to Storch (2002) or if any 
distinct patterns of interaction would be observed in the EPT data. Unlike the classroom 
context in Storch (2002), test-takers during the EPT are required to interact with peer(s) 
that they are likely to meet for the first time and then produce a draft in a limited amount 
of time. Therefore, pair dynamics were examined to see whether the EPT takers would 
interact in a similar way with other test-takers as they would do in a classroom. During 
this stage, I read the peer review transcripts multiple times to identify any salient, 
common features across the transcripts and the levels of involvement and contribution. 
On the basis of these notes, I categorized each transcript according to the pattern of 
interaction that best described it. Then as the next step, I examined the amount of talk in 
terms of number of words and words per turn to see if any quantifiable differences among 
the four patterns of interaction would be observed.  
In this chapter, I will analyze and discuss the results drawn from the transcripts of 
peer review audio-recordings collected from the regular EPT administrations. I will first 






transcription and coding procedures. Then, I will review and discuss results, first by 
presenting the number/distribution of each pattern of interaction that was identified 
during the peer review and analyze what distinct patterns of interaction were observed 
during the peer review section of the EPT. I will also examine and discuss the amount of 
talk across different patterns of interaction. I will end this chapter with the results of a 
qualitative analysis, focusing on the detailed description of the salient features that show 
how the test-takers interacted with each other (e.g., sequence of talk, topic, organization). 
 
6.2 Patterns of interaction: Distribution  
Based on the pre-identified features of the patterns of interaction in Storch (2002) 
and Zheng (2012), transcripts were categorized as belonging to one of four patterns of 
interaction (collaborative, dominant/dominant monologue, dominant/dominant, or 
passive/passive). Table 11 below summarizes the distribution of the interactional patterns 
found in the 31 transcripts.  
Table 11 Patterns of interaction during the EPT peer review 
  N (Total=31) % 
Collaborative 19 61.3 
Dominant/Dominant monologue 9 29 
Dominant/Dominant  2 6.5 
Passive/Passive  1 3.2 
 
 As Table 11 shows, the most common pattern was collaborative (n=19, 61.3%), 
which indicates that the test-takers generally worked collaboratively when discussing 
each other’s draft during the peer review section of the EPT. This result is in line with 
most previous studies on patterns of interaction (e.g., Kim & McDonough, 2011; Storch, 






common during a pair work in a classroom context. This suggests that the test-takers may 
also work collaboratively with others in a testing setting, in spite of the unique context 
where most of them do not know each other very well. The second most common pattern 
was dominant/dominant monologue pattern, which was identified in almost one third of 
the paired interactions (n=9, 29%). This was a surprising result, as the collaborative pairs 
have been found to be the most predominant in studies of peer interaction conducted in a 
classroom context. As described earlier, dominant/dominant monologue pattern contained 
a few main features of dominant/dominant pattern identified in Storch (2002), which 
included equal contribution to the task and little engagement with each other’s 
contribution. However, unlike the dominant/dominant pattern, the monologue group did 
not show either agreement or disagreement with each other and at most times, they did 
not follow up on what their partner had commented.  
 In the following four subsections, examples from each of the four interaction 
patterns observed in the EPT peer review data will be provided. I will describe the salient 
traits in each example and discuss the similarities or differences from the features found 
in the previous peer interaction studies. In addition, since about one third of the 
transcripts showed unique patterns of interaction different from the previous literature, I 
will further discuss what factors might have influenced this pattern of interaction during 
the peer review section of the EPT. 
 
6.3 Collaborative pattern 
 This section will describe the collaborative pattern of interaction, which was the 






collaborative pattern of interaction generally took turns commenting on each other’s first 
draft, following the guiding questions provided at the start of the peer review activity. 
Each transcript varied in the way the pairs interacted with one another, i.e., the amount 
and sequence of their talk (see Section 6.7 for details); however, collaborative pairs 
generally showed signs of engagement by providing both positive and negative feedback, 
asking clarification questions, and extending or repeating utterances. Similar to the 
features described in Storch (2002), both learners were willing to offer and receive ideas, 
and the suggestions were usually accepted with positive feedback in the form of 
confirmations. Excerpt 1 below illustrates some of these features in a collaborative 
pattern of interaction. 
Excerpt 1 
T23-1: Uh or here, I mean if this is one of the main ideas, you should do a paragraph 
with this main idea and use an example to support it.   
T23-2: I use this as a thesis statement. So my idea is to, for each paragraph of the 
body to put like improving how parents feed their children and talk about that 
in this paragraph. Acquiring health habits in here. 
T23-1: Ah, okay, that’s what I was saying. I think it’s fine. That was my comment. 
T23-2: ((Pause)) Okay, I think this is okay. But here just add the “t” at the end of 
“significant” and here applying the “g”. 
T23-1: Ha, and “limiting”. 
T23-2: And what’s your thesis here, it starts here? 
T23-1: I, uh, didn’t put a thesis. I put my point of view. But… 
T23-2: It would be better if you use these, but with three main ideas to develop each 
T23-1: Yeah, but it was very, uh, short time. 
T23-2: Yeah. 
 (Transcript 23) 
 
In Excerpt 1, test-taker T23-1 and T23-2 wrote their first drafts on the topic of 
“sugar taxation” and exchanged drafts before they started giving feedback to each other. 






paragraph with some examples to support the idea. T23-2 clarified that the main idea 
T23-1 previously had pointed out was actually a thesis statement and explained how she 
was going to develop her argument. Satisfied with T23-2’s response, T23-1 expressed 
agreement and provided an overall evaluation of T23-2’s draft by saying that “it is fine”. 
This gave a sign or cue for T23-2 to start commenting on T23-1’s draft. Unlike T23-1, 
T23-2 began with an overall evaluation of the draft (“I think this is okay”), and then she 
provided a correction on T23-1’s spelling errors (“significant”, “limiting”). T23-1 did not 
have a thesis statement, so T23-2 suggested T23-1 to include a thesis statement as well as 
topic sentences for each paragraph. T23-1 mentioned the short time frame as a reason for 
not stating a thesis, and T23-2 seemed to agree. Overall, T23-1 and T23-2 were willing to 
engage with each other’s ideas throughout the activity, further explaining what they were 
trying to say in their drafts and clarifying their comments. Positive feedback was often 
exchanged in the form of confirmation (e.g., “yeah”, “okay”), and in case of negative 
feedback, they were receptive to each other’s suggestions and reached a consensus in the 
end. 
The key feature that most noticeably distinguished collaborative pairs from the 
others was an active engagement with each other’s comments or suggestions on their 
draft. Instead of just listening to and then saying “yes” to their peers’ suggestions without 
elaboration, most collaborative pairs discussed ways to arrive at a resolution that were 
acceptable to both parties, or provided alternative views that led to further negotiations on 
solving the problem. This feature has been noted by almost all the previous literature on 
peer interaction as a sign of collaboration among groups or pairs (Storch, 2002; Watanabe 






section of the EPT also engaged in similar negotiations to arrive at a resolution when they 
were given an opportunity to interact with each other. The excerpt below (Excerpt 2) 
provides an example of this kind of active negotiation among the collaborative pairs who 
were trying to find a solution to their problem: finding the right supporting ideas for each 
paragraph in an essay.  
Excerpt 2 
T5-1: So I still don’t know what kind of idea to put in number 1? 
T5-2: Number 1? 
T5-1: You suggest me to put my own idea, but since I don’t have any background  
 information? 
T5-2: Oh, yeah. Hm, maybe you can say like technology is still developing so 
maybe this kind of problem can be solved blah blah blah. 
T5-1: Even though I put technology in number 2? 
T5-2: Ahh! 
T5-1: So you are suggesting me to say put technology thing in number 1 and 2. 
T5-2: You don’t need to put technology - I just give you one example. 
T5-1: Oh. 
T5-2: But I think, I don’t think you need to put your own idea because you have 
three paragraph and then I think this first and second paragraph can be 
connected because you mention like, you just distribute this idea at the first 
paragraph and then the second paragraph is almost same idea. You put your 
own idea so maybe you can connect these two paragraphs and then just make 
two paragraphs supporting your idea or something. 
T5-1: Sure. 
T5-2: But, they need three paragraphs. Actually, I also have some problem for 
making one more paragraph, because I only have two main idea - two 
supporting idea for the main idea. 
T5-1: You can divide them up - like me. ((laugh)) I…um. So, for example, I write 
down some pros, and I connect one two. Just for is going to be paragraph two 
and three and five. So I just divide by three, and you just divide by two, right? 
I think you can just… 
 (Transcript 5) 
 
In Excerpt 2, participants T5-1 and T5-2 discussed the organization of their main 






Organisms)”. The main problem reported here was how many paragraphs they should 
include for their main ideas. First, following D’s suggestion to include more sentences to 
support his idea in paragraph 1, T5-1 asked for further help from T5-2 in finding another 
supporting idea for his essay. T5-2 suggested “technology” as a potential supporting idea; 
however, it turned out T5-1 already had “technology” as the main idea for the second 
paragraph, and their discussion evolved into a negotiation on paragraph organization. 
They ultimately decided to include a different number of paragraphs for their main ideas. 
In this interaction, both participants were actively following up on each other’s 
suggestions to find an answer that both were seeking. Such an active engagement created 
a mutual, friendly environment that was conducive to learning (Zheng, 2012), as both 
partners revised their final drafts accordingly. 
 In addition to the active engagement with peers’ contributions, another 
noticeable feature in the discourse of collaborative pairs was a reliance on each other as a 
source of information, which was also found in previous studies on peer interaction (e.g., 
Storch, 2002; Watanabe & Swain, 2007; Kim & McDonough, 2011). During the peer 
review, after taking turns giving feedback on each other’s drafts, collaborative pairs often 
made follow-up requests to their peers for further help with writing, sometimes for 
elaboration on their suggestions. The first few exchanges between T5-1 and T5-2 in 
Excerpt 2 are a good example that illustrates this feature. After both test-takers were done 
with providing general feedback on each other’s draft, T5-1 requested T5-2 to elaborate 
on what he originally meant by “[putting] my own idea” in T5-1’s first paragraph. Later 
in their discussion, T5-2 confessed he also had a similar problem and needed one more 






made suggestions to solve the problem. This exchange of information in Excerpt 2 clearly 
demonstrates that the pairs shared the control over the direction of the task and they 
relied on each other as sources of information.  
 As described above, such active engagement with each other’s suggestions and 
request for and provision of information highlighted the interactive dynamics between the 
collaborative pairs in the current study. It was interesting to find that the test-takers were 
both requesting and providing information during the peer review. It was not just one 
person requesting and receiving information and the other person providing information 
(i.e., expert/novice relationship, which has been found in other research but did not occur 
in the entire dataset for the present study), but the pattern was more dynamic as they 
changed roles as requester and provider of information throughout the activity.  
Excerpt 3 
T3-1: I do have one question 
T3-2: Okay. 
T3-1: I don’t know if controversy, I spelled controversy right. Controversial. I am 
bad at spelling. 
T3-2: Yeah, I think it’s right. ((Pause - 10 secs)) 
 Oh, pests. Pests. Pests. But I’m not sure. It’s like the, that pesticides. 
T3-1: Um, pests like the aggravation of pesticides? 
T3-2: No, the pests, pesticides - they are going to kill the pests. 
T3-1: I know, um I’m not sure about this one. I know it’s correct but I know insects! 
T3-2: Yeah, kill the insects. 
 (Transcript 3) 
 
Excerpt 3 is an example of a discussion between a collaborative pair that 
illustrates the dynamic relationship between the peers. In Excerpt 3, participant T3-1 and 
T3-2 had both finished commenting on each other’s first drafts and were reviewing their 






in spelling and requested help from his peer to check the spelling of the word, 
“controversy”. T3-2 provided assistance to help T3-1 learn, and then this role was 
reversed soon when T3-2 requested suggestions from T3-1 about the use of a particular 
vocabulary word (“pesticide”).  Such an active exchange of roles between requester and 
provider of information was frequently found among the collaborative pairs during the 
peer review, and this dynamic relationship between the test-takers shows their reliance on 
each other as a source of information.  
   
6.4 Dominant/Dominant pattern 
 Among the thirty-one transcripts analyzed for this study, two pairs (6.5%) 
showed the features of a dominant/dominant pattern of interaction. According to Storch 
(2002), dominant/dominant patterns display high equality (i.e., both participants 
contribute to the task), but low mutuality (i.e., no or little engagement with each other’s 
discourse) during the interaction. The excerpt below presents an example of the 
dominant/dominant pattern, where the participants showed very little engagement with 
each other’s comments during the peer review session.  
Excerpt 4 
T25-1: Okay. So we can start talking about the questions.  
T25-2: Okay. [reading guiding question: “Does the author address a clear thesis 
statement in the introduction?”] 
T25-1: So the “author” is us? 
T25-2: Uh, yeah. The body paragraphs support the thesis statement strongly and well. 
T25-1: Uh, well, I think the body supports the ideas but it’s too less content. So you 
should think more about opinions and the evidence to support your main idea 
than just this one paragraph. 
T25-2: Next question. 







T25-2: Uh, it’s not mentioned yet. The content from the ideas from lecture and 
article. He said he would make it when it’s, when you write. We read it, when 
we read the final essay. Yeah, it’s all in our own words. [reading guiding 
question: “Use standard grammar?”] We both have some little grammar 
problem, but it’s not really like big problem. I got many misspelling.  
T25-1: Yeah. 
 (Transcript 25) 
 
In Excerpt 4, participant T25-1 and T25-2 began the peer review by answering the 
first question in the list of guiding questions: “Does the author address a clear thesis 
statement in the introduction?” Both T25-1 and T25-2 took turns giving comments, but 
there was neither positive nor negative feedback given to each other’s suggestions. There 
seemed to be no interaction or “communication” between the participants and no 
indication of either agreement or disagreement in the conversation. While both 
participants contributed to the task by responding to the guiding questions and providing 
feedback to each other’s draft, very little engagement was observed. Unlike the pairs with 
a collaborative pattern of interaction, they did not extend or repeat utterances, nor make 
requests for clarification.  
  
6.5 Dominant/Dominant monologue pattern 
 Almost one third of the transcripts (n=9) collected during the peer review 
section of the EPT showed a distinct pattern of interaction compared to the rest, and these 
transcripts could not be assigned to one of four patterns of interaction from the previous 
literature. In terms of the features displayed in these transcripts, the way each pair 
interacted resembled a dominant/dominant pattern. They equally participated in the peer 






which was similar to the dominant/dominant pair in Excerpt 2; however, there was no 
interaction between the pair and their dialogue looked more like two separate 
monologues than a conversation. Excerpt 5 below is an example that illustrates this 
interaction pattern. 
Excerpt 5 
T27-1: Hi. My partner's paragraph is nice and I think she address the issues in the 
thesis statement in the introduction. And she have created points in the 
paragraphs and have quality examples and her ideas agree to her opinion. And 
she changed some words and summarized her introduction and the article that 
gave. Maybe she could just improve some grammatical conventions or some 
ideas in some sentences. That can be comprehensive and more complete. 
T27-2: Hi, I think she addresses a really clear statement in the introduction. And she 
had three paragraphs with her supporting opinion to her statement, and also 
she summarizes most of the information from the article and lecture to 
support her opinion. And um, I think she can improve some sentences to 
make a better article. 
 (Transcript 27) 
 
In Excerpt 5, participant A and B took turns commenting on each other’s draft, and 
it is evident from the transcript that they each followed the five guiding questions for the 
peer review. They all answered the guiding questions when they reviewed each other’s 
drafts, which indicates participants have followed the instructions and equally contributed 
to the task; however, there was no interaction between the participants, and they did not 
engage with each other’s contribution.  
 According to Storch (2002), some of the salient features found in the 
dominant/dominant pattern of interaction have been frequent “disagreements, and an 
inability or unwillingness to negotiate and reach consensus” (p. 132), and there were 
raised voices with emotions that lead to “disputational talk”. In Storch’s (2002) study, 






inclusion of the definite article “the” (p. 132-133). While one student repeatedly objected 
to the inclusion of “the”, the other imposed on including it, and this led to further 
disagreement. Other studies which used the patterns of interaction framework (e.g., Kim 
& McDonough, 2001; Zheng, 2012) also found the failure or refusal to reach consensus 
as one of the key features that distinguished dominant/dominant pairs. For example, in 
Zheng (2012), two students in a peer response group disagreed about the correct choice 
between two expressions, “in the beginning” and “at the beginning”. Since their dispute 
was not being settled, they brought another person from the same group to contribute; 
however, the students in the dominant/dominant relationship still insisted on their own 
initial beliefs and failed to reach a consensus, even as a result of the third person’s input.  
While dominant/dominant monologue pairs had low mutuality and high equality, 
they did not show the abovementioned features (e.g., disagreement) in their interaction. 
The relationship between the pair seemed rather neutral, not combative, as they rarely 
engaged with each other’s contribution and there was almost no follow-up for questions 
or clarifications. Therefore, the unique pattern of interaction as seen in Excerpt 5 were 
not categorized as a dominant/dominant pattern but as a new category, 
dominant/dominant monologue. 
One of the linguistic features that was most commonly found among the 
dominant/dominant monologue pairs was the use of third-person pronouns. The use of 
third-person pronouns has never been reported in prior studies on peer interaction, so 
their occurrence was either unique to the current study or was simply overlooked in past 
research. Both participants referred to each other as “he” or “she”, which was unexpected 






each other (e.g., “Hi, I think she addresses a really clear statement in the introduction”). 
In all nine transcripts that were categorized as having a dominant/dominant monologue 
pattern, the pairs referred to each other using a third-person singular pronoun, and their 
comments were all in one turn without any follow-up or elaboration. In that way, their 
comments resembled a written response instead of oral, in-person feedback. The 
following excerpt is another example that illustrates this pattern of interaction. 
Excerpt 6 
T10-1: I’m Susan. I’m giving a peer review for Natalie. Uh, she did a good job in the 
20 minutes to write this essay. It’s not fully finished yet, but it’s a good thing. 
She have an introduction and about two points. She still needs a third 
paragraph and introduction. In the beginning she did a good job introducing 
the problem but there is no title. I think it’s good to have a title, to think about 
the title to connect the problem. And…uh, her thesis is, is clear, and uh, she 
and the first argument point, she provided an example but I think she put like 
numbers without referring to the article. Maybe it’s better you mention the 
article because you took it from there. Um, I think she’s like cohesive and 
she, like her points are connected and I really want to read your finished ones, 
it’s kind of interesting. That’s my peer review. 
T10-2: My name is Natalie. Uh, I read uh my friend’s article. My friend is Susan. 
She did a very good job compared to the time. She, uh, finished introduction 
and uh took two thirds of the paragraph. I just have a very small like uh 
feedbacks about her writing. Her thesis is uh clear and she took, she disagree 
with the taxation? Obesity? She uh provided the her point with examples. I 
don’t think she copied from the essays. Her sources variable. I think she just 
has error in vocabularies, grammatically or something like capitals or letters 
something like this. And that’s all of the beginning of every paragraphs. But 
in general, I like her writing and she did a very good job. Thank you. 
 (Transcript 10) 
In Excerpt 6, participants T10-1 and T10-2 each began their peer review with a 
short introduction of themselves. This was part of the test instructions for the peer review 
section of the EPT, and the proctor asked the students to introduce themselves first before 






shows that they did follow this part of the instructions. Each participant commented on 
their peer’s first draft in the order of the guiding questions. There was not much 
elaboration or detail for each point, but both of them made some positive evaluations on 
the overall quality of the draft. For instance, T10-1 commented that she really wanted to 
read the finished draft, as it was “kind of interesting”. T10-2 also made similar comments 
on T10-1’s draft that she liked T10-1’s writing and that she did a very good job. In the 
way they interacted, T10-1 and T10-2 both contributed to the task (high equality), but 
they were unable to fully engage with each other’s comments, as there were no follow-up 
requests or elaboration that indicated signs of collaboration (low mutuality). Even though 
there was low mutuality between the two participants, their relationship seemed positive, 
based on the positive and constructive words used in their evaluative comments such as 
“very good” or “interesting”. Again, there was a prevalent use of third-person singular 
pronouns, “she” and “her”, which made the comments resemble the form of a monologue 
or a written commentary rather than a dialogue between the two speakers.  
 
6.6 Passive/Passive pattern 
 The last of the four patterns of interaction observed during the peer review 
section of the EPT is the passive/passive pattern. One transcript out of 31 was categorized 
as a passive/passive pattern, as the features observed in this transcript differed from the 
others. As briefly introduced at the beginning of this chapter, I followed Zheng’s (2012) 
categorization, instead of those in Storch (2002), as it better described the features and 
the relationship among the participants in the interaction.  In Zheng (2012), participants 






features included participants’ frustration or inability to reach a solution to a problem (p. 
118). In that case, one of the participants sought help from the others by asking a question 
about a vocabulary word he had never encountered before; however, his group members 
either remained silent or responded in a negative way, which evidently discouraged the 
participant and led to his frustration.  
Excerpt 7 (Italics indicate native language use (Chinese) translated to English.) 
T17-1: Okay, so your draft is clear that is a statement. You have three body 
paragraphs where you support the thesis statement, too. Your writing is takes 
from both the lecture and the article. Okay, it is also written in your own 
words. 
    ((Very long pause)) 
T17-2: Hi, I think she addresses a really clear statement in the introduction. And she 
had three paragraphs with her supporting opinion to her statement, and also 
she summarizes most of the information from the article and lecture to 
support her opinion. And um, I think she can improve some sentences to 
make a better article. 
T17-1: I haven’t finished it yet. 
T17-2: Your first one? 
T17-1: What does the first one mean? 
T17-2: What do you mean ‘what does it mean?’? Weren’t we supposed to support it 
in our essay? I think it’s really hard to support. 
T17-1: Then you should either support or disagree. You want to “for or for” or 
something like that. 
T17-2: For and for? 
T17-1: You want to… 
T17-2 No, no, I don’t want to write against. I don’t believe it. 
T17-1 Then don’t write against. ((silence)) 
 (Transcript 17) 
 
Excerpt 7 is an example of a passive/passive pattern of interaction observed 
during the peer review section of the EPT. T17-1 began with her feedback on T17-2’s 
first draft of the writing task, following the guiding questions; however, there was no 






about T17-1’s first main supporting idea. T17-1 responded that she had not finished her 
first draft and expressed that she did not understand what T17-2 meant by “first point”. 
Instead of explaining what “first point” means, T17-2 showed his frustration by saying 
“What do you mean ‘what does it mean?’? Weren’t we supposed to support it in our 
essay?”.  Since T17-2 kept replying negatively and showed unwillingness to listen to 
T17-1’s comments or suggestions, T17-1 also became frustrated and ended the peer 
review by saying, “Then, don’t write against”. There was no follow-up after this, and this 
was the end of their interaction. 
The unwillingness to participate and frequent disagreements in Excerpt 7 seemed 
to suggest an inability of the pair to work collaboratively. Unlike the dominant/dominant 
pairs, who “approach the task with equal responsibility” (Zheng, 2012, p. 117), the pairs 
in this passive/passive pattern did not. They seemed unwilling to participate in the 
activity by engaging in a meaningful conversation with each other. Instead, the pair 
became frustrated by the non-response, negative comments, and passive attitude in the 
activity. It should also be noted that this was the only transcript where almost 80% of the 
conversation was done in the test-takers’ native language, in this case, Chinese.  
 
6.7 Amount of talk by patterns of interaction 
 As discussed in section 6.2, four patterns of interaction were identified (see 
Table 11) among the 31 transcripts collected during the peer review section of the EPT. 
This categorization relied on a series of qualitative analyses using pre-identified features 
in Storch (2002). The identification of the patterns was based on the concepts of equality 






engagement with each other’s contributions”). The majority of peer review pairs (n=19, 
61.3%) showed a collaborative pattern of interaction, which indicates the test-takers’ 
engagement in the activity and willingness to work collaboratively with their peers. 
Interestingly, more than 35% of the EPT takers (n=11) showed either a 
dominant/dominant pattern or a dominant/dominant monologue pattern of interaction. 
These pairs participated in the peer review activity by reading each other’s drafts and 
answering the guiding questions; however, in contrast to the collaborative pairs, there 
was little or no interaction between the peers, and they did not provide any positive or 
negative feedback in response to what their peer commented on their draft.  
 Once each transcript was categorized, the amount of talk in terms of the number 
of words and number of words per turn were calculated. The purpose of doing an 
additional analysis was to triangulate the findings and see if any quantifiable differences 
could be observed among these four patterns of interaction, since the initial 
categorization was based on a qualitative analysis. Since all test-takers were given the 
same amount of time (e.g., 20 minutes) to do the peer review, I did not do a calculation of 
words per minute and only the number of words were considered for analysis. Table 12 
below shows the amount of talk by the number of words and the number of words per 
turn. Passive/passive pattern was not included in the analysis, because there was only one 
passive/passive pair identified in the current study and they mostly relied on their shared 









Table 12 Amount of talk by patterns of interaction 
Amount of 
Talk   Collaborative 
Dominant/Dominant 
Monologue Dominant/Dominant 
Words Mean 336 140.9 88.8 
SD 87.4 58.7 44.2 
Max 462.5 273.5 72 
Min 175 75 34 
Turns Mean 21.4 2 7.8 
SD 11.3 1.4 3.1 
Max 50 4 10 
Min 8 1 5.5 
Words/Turn Mean 18.3 93.7 11.2 
SD 6.5 50.8 1.1 
Max 30.6 152.5 12 
Min 9.3 75 10.5 
*Note: Means were calculated based on the average of each pair  
 
 In terms of the amount of talk, collaborative pairs produced significantly more 
words than the other pairs. Whereas dominant/dominant pair averaged 88.8 words and 
dominant/dominant monologue pairs averaged 140.9 words total, collaborative pairs 
produced 336 words on average. In terms of the number of turns, collaborative pairs 
produced approximately 10 times more turns than the dominant/dominant monologue 
pairs and 4 times more turns than the dominant/dominant pairs. Whereas collaborative 
pairs exchanged their opinion for at least 8 turns, many of the dominant/dominant 
monologue pairs had only 2 turns on average.  
Taken together, the high number of words, turns, and words per turn are evidence 
that shows that the collaborative pairs actively engaged in each other’s contributions and 
this led to a larger amount of talk or discussion during the peer review session. In 
contrast, the number of words per turn showed that dominant/dominant monologue pairs 






this was related to the monologic nature rather than to anything else. A similar 
observation was made for the dominant/dominant pattern, and this provides another piece 
of evidence that explains the lower engagement among the pairs in these patterns of 
interaction. Overall, the amount of talk in the number of words and the words per turn 
provided a quantifiable difference among the different patterns of interaction, further 
supporting the identification of the patterns of interaction in the EPT data. 
 Next, I conducted additional analysis to examine how consistent the pairs within 
each pattern were, as described below. Table 13, 14, and 15 describe the mean number of 
turns, number of words, and the words per turn per speaker in each pattern of interaction. 
 
   Table 13 Amount of talk by speaker in a collaborative pattern (n=19) 
Amount of 
Talk 
 Speaker 1 Speaker 2 t-test 
Words Mean 347.9 324.1 t=0.62, p=.54 
SD 127.4 113.8 
Turns Mean 21.7 21.2 t=1.64, p=.12 
SD 11.6 11 
Words/Turn Mean 18.9 17.8 t=0.45, p=.65 
SD 8.8 7.8 
 
   Table 14 Amount of talk by speaker in a dominant/dominant monologue pattern (n=9) 
Amount of 
Talk 
 Speaker 1 Speaker 2 t-test 
Words Mean 153.4 128.3 t=0.88, p=.41 
SD 91.5 113.8 
Turns Mean 2.1 2 t=1, p=.35 
SD 1.5 1.3 
Words/Turn Mean 105 83.1 t=1.58, p=.15 








Table 15 Amount of talk by speaker in a dominant/dominant pattern (n=2) 
Amount of 
Talk 
 Speaker 1 Speaker 2 
Words Mean 53 71.5 
SD 26.9 34.6 
Turns Mean 5.5 4.5 
SD 2.1 2.1 
Words/Turn Mean 18.9 17.8 
SD 8.8 7.8 
*Note: no inferential statistics was calculated because there were 
only two pairs categorized for this pattern. 
 
Another interesting trend or a pattern found in the transcripts were that all pairs 
produced almost the equal amount of turns during their peer interaction. It was shown 
that each speaker in all pairs produced a similar amount of talk, and the difference across 
the speakers was not statistically significant in an independent samples t-test. High 
equality (e.g., sharing the control of the discussion) was one of the key features found in 
both collaborative and dominant/dominant patterns of interaction (Storch, 2002), and the 
similar amount of talk produced by each speaker supported this observation. 
 
6.8 Content of peer feedback  
 In addition to the quantitative and qualitative analysis of the patterns of 
interaction, which described the relationship and dynamics among the test-takers, this 
section will discuss in detail the content of the discussions during the peer review section 
of the EPT.  
The organization of the discussion varied across the test-takers, but they shared a 
general structure during the peer review. Most test-takers started their peer review with a 






review of one of their drafts. They took turns commenting on their drafts according to the 
guiding questions. Once they were finished with these steps, they either continued to 
discuss more about the topic, or moved on to work individually on their own drafts. 
 
Table 16 Topics of feedback during EPT peer review 
Categories Subcategories Collaborative  Dominant/Dominant 
N  % N % 
Thesis statement 
(RQ1)  
Comment  28 12.7 18 12.2 
Explanation  16 7.2 11 7.5 
Evaluation 4 1.8 3 2.0 
Suggestion 8 3.6 2 1.4 
Body para supporting 
thesis statement (RQ2) 
Comment  24 10.9 16 10.9 
Explanation  16 7.2 6 4.1 
Evaluation 7 3.2 4 2.7 
Suggestion 19 8.6 1 0.7 
Body supported from 
both sources (RQ3) 
Comment  12 5.4 16 10.9 
Explanation  5 2.3 4 2.7 
Evaluation 1 0.5 4 2.7 
Suggestion 5 2.3 1 0.7 
No direct copying 
(RQ4) 
Comment  9 4.1 15 10.2 
Explanation  3 1.4 4 2.7 
Evaluation 1 0.5 4 2.7 
Suggestion 2 0.9 0 0.0 
Grammatical 
conventions (RQ5) 
Comment  6 2.7 16 10.9 
Explanation  1 0.5 7 4.8 
Evaluation 2 0.9 8 5.4 
Suggestion 0 0.0 2 1.4 
Overall evaluation (e.g., "Essay is good") 7 3.2 5 3.4 
Test procedure/instruction 7 3.2  0   0  
Personal information 12 5.4  0  0 
Spelling/Vocabulary 13 5.9  0  0 
Summary of key ideas (GQ2) 13 5.9  0  0 







As Table 16 above shows, the test-takers’ peer review discussions were mostly 
centered on the five guiding questions provided to them during the peer review. These 
five questions were closely related to the EPT grading rubric, and they asked students to 
check (1) the clarity of a thesis statement in the introduction, (2) body paragraphs in 
support of the thesis statement, (3) the use of both sources (lecture and article) to support 
the ideas in the essay, (4) the use of the examinee’s own words and no direct copying 
from the sources, and (5) the use of standard grammatical conventions.  
More diverse topics emerged in the collaborative pattern of interaction than the 
other patterns (see Table 16). That is, collaborative pairs often went beyond the guiding 
questions to discuss other topics that were not necessarily related to the task (e.g., 
questions about the test procedure, exchange of personal information), and such off-task 
talk emerged only among the collaborative pairs. Collaborative pairs also often 
summarized the key ideas in each body paragraph.  
Excerpt 8  
T7-1:  Okay, okay, it’s fine. Which major are you in? 
T7-2: Civil engineering. What about you? 
T7-1: Library and information science. 
T7-2: What? 
T7-1: Library and information science 
T7-2: Li- what? 
T7-1: Library, library and information science. 
T7-2: Wow. Library and information science. Where are you from? 
 (Transcript 7) 
 
Here are some examples that demonstrate the different topics of utterance 
observed during the peer review. First, in Excerpt 8, the two students were discussing the 






switched to sharing their college majors. T7-1 initiated this off-task talk by asking about 
T7-2’s major, and after they exchanged their information, T7-2 moved on to ask T7-1 
about her nationality. Such exchange of personal information was the most common 
among the instances of off-task talk, and the fact that only collaborative pairs shared 
personal information such as nationality and major suggests a greater sense of mutuality 
that was either established at the outset or increased during the peer review. The 
following excerpt is another example of off-task talk related to the test procedure. 
Excerpt 9 
T12-1:  Are we going to have 30 minutes? To complete the essay? 
T12-2: 60 minutes. 
T12-1: That’s good, that’s good. ((laugh)) 
 (Transcript 12) 
In Excerpt 9, the two students had just finished reviewing each other’s paper, and 
before moving on to discuss different subjects, they used the opportunity to check and 
confirm the amount of time allocated to the final draft, which in this context was 1 hour. 
Instead of relying on their own knowledge, or the instructor (or the exam proctor’s 
knowledge), these collaborative pairs relied on each other as a source of information.  
Excerpt 10 
T6-1:  First, it’s like a strategy, strategy game. To build up your space, to build some 
facilities, soldier and your aircraft to attack other people’s spaceships. 
T6-2: Is that like Clash of Camps? 
T6-1: What’s that? 
T6-2: ((Chinese - unrecognizable)) 
T6-1: Sort of. 
T6-2: Cool. 
T6-1: And you can even be human, you can be aliens, gods, roles you can choose 
from. 
T6-2: Cool. SC? 






T6-2: Haha, I got it. 
((They discuss their statements and grammar mistakes)) 
T6-1: So you know why we are discussing about Starcraft? recorded? 
T6-2: I do. Don’t you think that’s very funk? You’re doing something outed. We 
are supposed to talk about these questions, but we are talking about Starcraft. 
It’s funk. 
T6-1: Yeah, it’s funny. 
 (Transcript 6) 
 Besides exchanging personal information and test instructions, collaborative 
pairs also discussed topics related to their hobbies and interests, and Excerpt 10 is an 
example that demonstrates such off-task talk. T6-2 was curious about the phone game 
T6-1 was playing, so T6-1 explained about it before they started to review each other’s 
draft. They were aware that they were supposed to discuss the five guiding questions and 
focus on the task, but the pair also found it “funny” to be discussing Starcraft and this 
seemed to have contributed to a congenial relationship between the two as demonstrated 
throughout their interaction. 
 Overall, instances of off-task talk were found in 8 out of the eighteen 
collaborative pairs (45%). Since such off-task topics were only evidenced in a 
collaborative pattern of interaction, it is possible to stipulate that the collaborative pairs 
were willing to share their personal information and learn more about their peers. They 
also used the peer review as an opportunity to check their understanding of the test 
procedure and relied on their peers as a source of information, which has been a key 
feature commonly observed among collaborative pairs during the EPT. 
 Another interesting trend observed during the peer review was that most 
discussions were related to the five guiding questions, which suggests that the test-takers 






scaffolding tool during the peer review. However, there was again some variation found 
across the patterns of interaction in the way that the test-takers used the guiding 
questions. While the majority of test-takers in the dominant/dominant monologue pattern 
addressed all five guiding questions and followed the order chronologically (i.e., from 
question 1 to 5), collaborative pairs spent more time discussing the questions 1 and 2 than 
the other questions in the list. This suggests that collaborative pairs cared more about the 
clarity of thesis statement and how well the body paragraphs supported the thesis 
statement.  
The two groups also appeared to differ in their quality of discussion, especially 
with regard to guiding question 2 (Do you find the body paragraphs support the thesis 
statement?). While most dominant/dominant monologue pairs appeared to be using the 
guiding questions as a checklist, often quoting the questions verbatim (i.e., see the 
italicized sentences in the excerpt below), collaborative pairs provided specific details in 
terms of how well the body paragraphs supported the thesis statement.  
Excerpt 6 (revisited) 
T10-2: My name is Natalie. Uh, I read uh my friend’s article. My friend is Susan. 
She did a very good job compared to the time. She, uh, finished introduction 
and uh took two thirds of the paragraph. I just have a very small like uh 
feedbacks about her writing. Her thesis is uh clear and she took, she disagree 
with the taxation? Obesity? She uh provided the her point with examples. I 
don’t think she copied from the essays. Her sources variable. I think she just 
has error in vocabularies, grammatically or something like capitals or letters 
something like this. And that’s all of the beginning of every paragraphs. But 
in general, I like her writing and she did a very good job. Thank you. 
 
Besides the off-task topics that are not directly related to the guiding questions, 






(Does the author address a clear thesis statement in the introduction? and Do you find the 
body paragraphs support the thesis statement?). Further examination of the interactions 
among the collaborative pairs identified nine themes related to the use of supporting ideas 
(see Table 17). Test-takers most frequently discussed the quality of the ideas (n=19), 
organization of the main ideas/ body paragraphs (n=9), different ideas to include in the 
essay (n=6), elaboration on one of the main ideas (n=5), conclusion (n=4), relevancy of 
the idea to the thesis statement (n=3), number of paragraphs (n=3), and citation (n=2). 
Other topics included suggestions about writing more and adding background 
information to the introduction (n=2). 




Quality of the ideas 19 35 
Organization of the main ideas/body paragraphs 9 17 
Suggestion of different ideas to include in the essay 6 11 
Elaboration on one of the main ideas 5 9 
Conclusion 4 7 
Relevancy of the idea to the thesis statement 3 6 
Number of paragraphs 3 6 
Citation 2 4 
Others 2 4 
 
6.9 Summary 
To sum up, the examination of the peer review section of the EPT identified four 
patterns of interaction: collaborative, dominant/dominant, dominant/dominant 
monologue, and passive/passive. The majority of the dyads showed a collaborative 
pattern of interaction (61.3%), which indicated active engagement during the peer review 






(29%), which was labeled as a dominant/dominant monologue. The pairs who showed 
this pattern made an equal contribution to the task by responding to most of the guiding 
questions and following the test instructions. However, unlike the collaborative pairs, the 
dominant/dominant monologue pairs did not show high engagement with each other’s 
comments (low mutuality).  
Further analysis of the interactions was conducted to observe the differences in 
various aspects such as the amount of talk, the content of talk, and the quality of their 
discussion. Collaborative pairs produced the greatest amount of talk in terms of the 
number of words and turns compared to the rest, which provided additional quantitative 
evidence that they actively engaged with each other’s contributions throughout the peer 
review. In contrast, less engagement among the dominant/dominant monologue pairs was 
evidenced with fewer turns, averaging around just 2 turns per peer feedback session. The 
differences in the amount of talk across the patterns of interaction seemed to belie how 
much explanation and detail was included in each. For instance, collaborative pairs 
tended to focus more on guiding questions 1 and 2, often engaging in a lengthy 
discussion around one or two topics. In contrast, monologue pairs tended to respond to all 
five guiding questions but with far less detail (i.e., “yes” or “no”).  Specifically, a close 
analysis of the topics discussed among the collaborative pairs revealed that they were 
interested in examining the quality of the supporting idea used in their essay, and the 
topics were closely related to the rhetorical features (i.e., use of supporting ideas) and 
idea development (Questions 1 and 2). 
In terms of the content of talk, collaborative pairs were also the only ones to 






interaction discussed non-task related topics such as test instructions and personal 
information, while the rest of the pairs only responded to the guiding questions and did 


























7. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION FOR RESEARCH QUESTION THREE 
7.1 Overview  
 In this chapter I sought to respond to the third research question: Does peer 
feedback have an impact on students’ writing performance? In order to examine this 
complex question of whether and how the students incorporated feedback received from 
their peers, I triangulated three types of data in the analyses: a) post-test questionnaire 
(PTQ) responses, b) peer review transcripts, and c) final drafts. Triangulation was done to 
gain a better understanding of the relationships between the students’ perception toward 
the peer review, peer interaction, and writing performance. A consideration of all of the 
data allowed me to better capture how the peer review discussions led to revisions, and 
how this influenced students’ perceptions and attitudes towards the experience. 
 This chapter will first revisit and analyze the 81 PTQ responses collected from 
Spring 2016 EPT administration with a particular focus on the questions related to the 
improvement of the final essay. Since the peer review sessions were recorded only during 
the Spring 2016 administration, only the data collected during the period was analyzed in 
this triangulation phase. This chapter will then conduct detailed analyses of the peer 
interaction, taking a closer look at the following aspects: a) the kinds of comments that 
students made during the peer review (peer review transcripts), b) what they thought they 
had commented on each other’s draft during the peer review and their perceptions about 
the activity (PTQ responses), and c) how the peers’ comments were reflected in the final 







Figure 7 Test-takers’ perceptions about the peer review (n=81, Spring 2016) 
 
7.2 Test-takers’ perceptions about the helpfulness of peer review 
  Overall, as Figure 7 shows, the PTQ responses from Spring 2016 indicated that 
the test-takers thought that the peer review section was helpful (81%), which is consistent 
with the findings in Chapter 5 with a larger set of data (n=400). 71% of Spring 2016 test-
takers agreed or strongly agreed that they made changes to the final essay based on their 
peers’ comments (Question 7), and 69% responded that they were able to write a better 
essay based on their peers’ comments (Question 9). However, an important question 
remained as to whether the test-takers had actually made changes to their final essays 
based on the peers’ comments, and if so, how extensive the changes were. 
 Before comparing the interactions that the test-takers had during the peer review 
and their final essays to examine whether or not they actually implemented peers’ 



























































0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
12. I'd like to have a peer review section for other writing tests like the
EPT in the future.
11, I appreciate having the opportunity to receive feedback from
peers.
10. I find peer-reviews helfpul.
9. I was able to write a better essay based on my peer's comments.
8. I feel comfortable doing peer-review with other test-takers.
7. The peer review section of the EPT helped me write my final essay.
6. I made changes in my final essay based on my peer's comments.
5. I read my peer's essay before giving comments.
4. I found guidiing questions for peer review useful.
3. My peer did not participate actively during the peer-review.
2. I actively participated in the peer review.
1. Before taking the test, I thought peer reviews were helpful.






nature of the comments made by the Spring 2016 EPT-takers. The two questions were (a) 
what did you learn from your peer’s feedback? and (b) What did your peer comment on 
during the peer review? 
 Out of the 81 test-takers, 77 responded to question (a) and 73 to question (b). 
The responses were divided according to the common emergent themes (see Chapter 4 
for details of coding process). This resulted in the identification of 7 categories for 
question (a) and also 7 categories for question (b). I coded total 88 comments for question 
(a) and 107 comments for question (b) based on the categories. As one response from a 
test-taker could be coded for multiple categories, this resulted in a higher total number of 
comments than the total number of test-takers. A second coder was invited to review all 
the coded comments. The inter-coder reliability was 90% for the responses to question (a) 
and 89% for the responses to question (b), and 100% agreement was reached after 
discussing the disagreements. The following Tables (18 and 19) describe the emergent 
categories from the qualitative analysis, with the frequency and percent of responses and 
comments for each category.  
As Table 18 shows, the most frequently mentioned topics were rhetorical features 
such as argument, paragraph structure, and illustration (supporting idea and evidence), 
which consisted more than 66% of all comments, while much less was mentioned about 
lexico-grammar features (15%). A majority of the test-takers also responded that they 
learned about supporting idea and evidence use (27.3%), organization and paragraph 
structure (17%), and the clarity of argumentation (13.6%) from their peers, but not much 







Table 18 What did you learn from your peer’s feedback? (Spring 2016) 
Category N % Sample comments 
Illustration (supporting ideas and 
evidence) 
24 27.3 My peer provided me quite helpful examples to 
understand the essence of the reading passage and 
lecture 
Organization and structure  15 17 To make the structure better 
Other people’s ideas and perspectives 14 15.9 She gives her opinion about the issue and I 
appreciate that idea 
Clarity and directness of argument 12 13.6 At first I had a little mess about my main idea. He 
helps me to be clear about it 
Grammar, vocabulary, mechanics 10 11.3 Grammar issues in my writing. 
Vague responses  10 11.3 About my drawbacks and improvements 
None 4 0.9 Learned nothing. 
Total 88 100  
 
Table 19 What did your peer comment on during the peer review? (Spring 2016) 
Category N % Sample comments 
Clarity of argument  27 25.2 
 
that I need to be more direct 
Paragraph structure 25 23.4 
 
She helped me organize my body paragraphs 
Illustration (supporting ideas and 
evidence) 19 17.8 
The fact that I use too much personal opinions 
rather than scientific facts 
 
Grammar, vocabulary, mechanics 16 15 Corrected some words I had written wrong 
Vague responses (e.g., topic, ideas, 
advice) 9 8.4 A different perspective 
Overall evaluation of the quality of 
the draft  6 5.6 I did a good job 
Citation  4 3.7 Source usage 
None  1 0.9 None  
Total 107 100  
 
Taken as a whole, the PTQ responses suggest that the test-takers made more 
comments related to rhetorical features than lexico-grammar features. This result is 






of interaction followed a similar trend, focusing more on rhetorical features such as 
organization and illustration, while paying relatively little attention to lexico-grammar 
features. Such emphasis on rhetorical features during the peer review session is 
meaningful in that rhetorical features are what most writing courses in a higher education 
emphasize in their curriculum as well. Considering that EPT is a writing test which 
determines which academic writing course(s) that the test-takers will be placed in as a 
result, the findings show that the test-takers were aware of the emphasis on rhetorical 
features in the context of academic writing. 
 
7.3 Did the test-takers implement the comments they received?  
 This section will conduct a detailed analysis of the peer interaction, focusing 
particularly on the revision-oriented comments, and whether and how they were 
implemented in the final essays.  
Out of the 31 peer review interactions collected, recorded, and transcribed during 
the Spring 2016 EPT administration, 17 pairs could be identified. Even though a majority 
of the test-takers used their given names during the peer review, some used their 
nicknames, and this made it difficult to identify the speakers and match them to actual 
essays. Among the 17 identifiable pairs, two of them did not complete a post-test survey. 
Therefore, the analysis was done based on the remaining 15 pairs, whose sets of PTQ 
responses, peer review transcripts, and essays will provide ample information to answer 
research question 3.  
 In terms of the patterns of peer interaction among the 15 pairs, nine pairs were 






dominant-dominant pattern of interaction. This distributional pattern was similar to the 
one found in the larger set of data (n=13), in which the majority of the pairs showed a 
collaborative pattern of interaction, so the changes made by this sub-set of test-takers can 
be assumed to be representative as well.  
 For the purpose of identifying the sources of revision on the final essay, I first 
reviewed all the comments in each transcript, and then examined the final essays to 
determine if these comments were actually reflected in the final essay. When reviewing 
the transcripts, I only considered revision-oriented comments which could result in 
specific, identifiable changes in the final essays (c.f., similar procedure was adopted in 
Liu and Sadler, 2003, and Roberson, 2014).   
 I encountered a few issues during the process of identifying revision-oriented 
comments. First, not all revision-oriented comments could be captured in the analysis for 
being too broad or vague. Many of the comments, especially the ones exchanged between 
dominant-dominant (monologue) pairs during the peer review, were global in nature. For 
instance, in Transcript 30, T30-2 commented, “I think it’s better for her to connect some 
background in the introduction.” There was no further elaboration nor details on the 
comment besides what had been mentioned. This comment seemed too general to 
examine its role in revising student T30-1’s essay. Therefore, I focused on the specific, 
concrete suggestions among the collaborative pairs which I could clearly identify the 
implementation of in the final essay. For non-collaborative pairs, whose revisions on the 
final essays could not directly be traced, I performed additional analysis comparing their 







Furthermore, it was not always clear from the transcripts whether the test-takers’ 
discussions about a problem arrived at a resolution. This made the process more 
complicated to identify the implementation of suggestions in the final essay. This 
difficulty may be also due to the differences in the task type. Most previous studies on the 
patterns of interaction employed a single task design such as a collaborative writing task 
(e.g., Storch, 2002; Watanabe & Swain, 2007), where students worked on a single, 
common draft. During collaborative writing tasks, students tend to explicitly state which 
language form they are going to use because they are jointly composing a text, often with 
both students serving as “scribes” to avoid any effects that the act of writing could have. 
However, in the context of the current study, test-takers were only asked to critically 
review each other’s draft and the evaluation was done based on each individual text, 
which the author then subsequently revised on his or her own. In other words, they were 
not evaluated based on their peer review interaction, but rather on what they wrote in 
their final drafts. Therefore, it is possible that test-takers might not have felt compelled to 
reach a resolution during their peer review, nor express their decision to reflect their 
peer’s suggestions on their final essay.  
For the reasons outlined above, I conducted detailed qualitative analyses focusing 
on the six collaborative pairs whose interaction allowed me to identify both the specific 
revision-oriented comments and their implementation on the final essay. Each analysis 
followed the following three steps: (a) First, I reviewed and analyzed the instances of 
revision-oriented comments made during the peer review, and (b) then discussed how 






with the PTQ responses to examine how this may have affected students’ perception of 
the peer review experience. 
 
     7.3.1 Collaborative pairs 
T7-1 and T7-2 (Transcript 7) 
 Two revision-oriented comments were exchanged between T7-1 and T7-2, who 
showed a collaborative pattern of interaction during the peer review. They started their 
peer review by responding to the first guiding question (whether the author clearly 
addressed the topic). They promptly moved on to discuss the paragraph structure and the 
difference between “banned” and “hold off”.  In the excerpt below, T7-2 describes how 
she is going to structure her essay, and T7-1 provides suggestions based on his own 
knowledge to restructure the essay so that it better conforms to the argumentative essay 
structure.  
T7-2:  This body, this guideline, this structure. In first paragraph I talk about the  
benefits from lecture and pre-essay. And second, I want to mix some concerns, 
but I’m not really certain as a concern actually. But the last one I would say 
that improvement to fight for this concern and yeah, I will use the structure, I 
think so. 
T7-1: Actually, this structure is okay, but maybe because this is argument,  
argument essays, it could be better just let more of the benefits and you can 
say about the potential harm and possible ways to join it in one paragraph. 
That would be better because so that people understand more on what is your 
main point because from here it’s like – 
T7-2: So I should skip the third paragraph. 
T7-1: No, third paragraph and fourth paragraph should join as one paragraph and  
your second paragraph should be like, you should split it into two, so make 
that into paragraph two and three, then these two combine to make paragraph 
four. So that when people read the essay, I think they will understand more 
that you are supporting that it should not be banned and then in the end you 






the GMOs and after that you just conclude again by saying that why it should 
not be harm - why it should not be banned. 
 (Transcript 7) 
 T7-2’s original idea was to structure her essay so that the first paragraph talked 
about the benefits of GMOs, the second paragraph on the potential harm or drawbacks, 
followed by “improvement to fight for this concern”. T7-1 suggested her to “let more of 
the benefits” and talk about the potential harm and possible ways to prevent them in one 
paragraph in order to have “people understand more on what is your main point”. He 
provided further explanation of how the paragraphs could be structured in the following 
turn. The examination of T7-2’s final essay revealed that she actually incorporated T7-1’s 
comments and structured her essay exactly in the way that he suggested: the first two 
body paragraphs discuss the benefits of GMOs, and negative concerns were discussed 
only in the last body paragraph. Even though T7-2 did not indicate whether she agreed 
with T7-1’s comment, nor expressed her decision to make changes in her paragraph 
structure in the final essay during the peer review, she indeed reflected T7-1’s comments 
in her final essay. 
 In the post-test questionnaire, T7-2 strongly agreed that she made changes in her 
final essay, and also commented that “I was not very good at writing one-sided essay, and 
through peer review, my peer gave me suggestions about writing such kind of essay, and 
I benefited a lot” and “he told me that I should highlight more illustrations in line with 
my statement and write less for the counterpart”. The PTQ responses provide further 
evidence of her positive perception of T7-1’s feedback, and how and why the revision-
oriented comment was reflected in her final essay, which ultimately contributed to her 






statement, “I'd like to have a peer review section for other writing tests like the EPT in 
the future”). 
 The next revision-oriented comment was made by T7-2 on the issue of using 
“banned” instead of “hold/put off”. The following excerpt shows the interaction between 
the two.  
T7-2:  So you think it should be put off? 
T7-1: Yes, I do for the research. 
T7-2: It should be banned? Yeah, because in the question above that I say the  
same thing. 
T7-1: Yeah, so actually hold off is almost as, same as ban, but yeah should be  
like, I could change the words from hold off to ban and do further research. 
Then, something like that. This is actually just a small draft, but main idea 
would be like this. 
 ((They come back to this issue after few more turns)) 
T7-2: Would be better if you just use banned as word, you just use banned, not  
use hold off because I think hold off is like ((waving)) aside maybe in the 
future I will side by no ban but now I ban. So, I think you use, just use banned 
here, not use hold off. Would it be better? 
T7-1: I guess the question is, why should it be banned or why not, but it is also  
from… 
T7-2: No, no, no, I think that’s the ban or not, and we say reason why not. 
T7-1: Should be banned why or why not. If it’s why or why not means that we  
have to either choose why or we choose why not. Should why not means that 
should be banned – why not. 
T7-2: Is not banned. 
T7-1: Right, right, shouldn’t be banned. 
T7-2: Depends on you, what you think. 
 
As seen in this lengthy discussion, T7-2 asked a few clarification questions about 
T7-1’s main idea. Even though they seemed to be arguing for the same side, they had a 
disagreement on their understanding of the essay question and whether to use “banned” 
or “hold off” in their thesis statements. T7-1 seemed to agree with T7-2’s suggestion 






However, in his final essay, T7-1 ended up only partly implementing T7-2’s comment. 
He maintained the use of “hold off” instead of “banned” in his thesis statement (“I 
believe that the GMO should be hold off until further research are done.”), but used 
“ban” in his conclusion (“Until then, GMO should be ban”). 
In the post-test questionnaire, T7-1 acknowledged that his peer had suggested him 
to be “more direct”, but also commented that he learned “not much, other than [he] 
need[ed] to be more direct”. This was further reflected in his not-so-positive (“neither 
agree or disagree”) responses to the questions related to the helpfulness of his peer’s 
comments and the peer review itself (e.g., “I made changes in my final essay based on 
my peer’s comments”, “I was able to write a better essay based on my peer’s 
comments”). T7-1 agreed that he appreciated having the opportunity to receive feedback 
from others; however, when it comes to the helpfulness of the peer’s comment, he did not 
show strong agreement. 
 
T8-1 and T8-2 (Transcript 8) 
 T8-1 and T8-2 showed a collaborative pattern of interaction during the peer 
review, and their interaction was mostly about discussing how they organized the ideas 
and why they included certain ideas in their essays on the topic of Sugar Taxation. Even 
though the pair spent most of the time summarizing and discussing the main ideas in their 
essays, there were two clear instances of revision-oriented comments made by T8-2 on 
T8-1’s essay.   
T8-2:  “And at the end of the day it's not about the money the way of thinking”. Yes, 
I think this sentence is the key point of this paragraph. I think the most wise 






example, maybe write this in the first sentence, then give example after the 
sentence. “The way we think is much more important.” 
 
As seen in the excerpt above, T8-2 made his first suggestion to reorganize the 
paragraph structure, by fronting the sentence, “the way we think is much more important” 
as the sentence was the key point of the paragraph. T8-2’s second revision-oriented 
comment followed soon after his first suggestion, in response to T8-1 ’s question about 
whether his idea was related to the topic or not. 
T8-2:  Yeah, yeah, this is completely correct. And as the income of the company  
decreases, you have said, this causes the companies to fire workers and make 
them retire. 
T8-1: And I still think, consider that it’s still related to the information given, in  
the lecture and article. I ask if still related, or is still quite out of the topic. 
T8-2: No, no, I think this is not out of the topic. For example, I will show, eh, I  
would also like to mention that. For example, if you, if any government does 
not think wisely to come up with a solution for obesity. For example, it does 
the first thing. It does only apply taxation. For example, by not taking any 
consequences of it. It makes such bad results, and this is important. 
T8-1: I think because why the companies think and disagree about that, because  
they think about the profit, because maybe people will buy less because of the 
taxation on the supply. And then so, they will think that if our income is 
decreasing then how can they pay all the employees. This also may be the 
reason behind why the companies disagree about this, beside the freedom of… 
 
As the above excerpt shows, in response to T8-1’s question, T8-2 rather strongly 
expressed his opinion that the idea was relevant to the topic, and he also provided his 
thoughts. As T8-1 continued to elaborate on the same idea, attempting to justify his 
reasons, T8-2 assured T8-1 again by saying, “I think it’s totally okay for his question” 
before they finished the peer review. 
The examination of T8-1’s essay showed that he indeed made changes to the final 






T8-1 moved the sentence, “the way we think is much more important” to the top of the 
second body paragraph. He also maintained his original idea on the economic effects of 
sugar taxation.  
T8-1, in his response to the post-test questionnaire, clearly acknowledged the two 
revision-oriented comments made by his peer. He responded that he “got additional 
information for [his] essay about the example”, “topic sentence to be placed in first 
paragraph”, and also that his peer “provided agreement” on his draft, all in line with what 
was actually discussed during the peer review. Corresponding to these observations, T8-
1 ’s PTQ responses overall indicated positive perceptions towards the helpfulness of peer 
feedback. He strongly agreed that he appreciated the opportunity to receive feedback 
from his peer. He also agreed that he made changes in his final essay based on his peer’s 
comment and that the activity helped him to write a better essay.  
 
T12-1 and T12-2 (Transcript 12) 
 Another instance of a revision-oriented comment was found in the collaborative 
interaction between T12-1 and T12-2. The pair took turns describing what they wrote in 
their drafts, asking clarification questions and providing feedback in the process. The 
following excerpt shows T12-2 providing a revision-oriented comment on T12-1’s draft.  
T12-1:  I said because pesticides are the main causes for a lot of health problems  
such as cancer, et cetera. Pesticides require less use of pesticides which can 
positively affect human because pesticides. 
T12-2: Repeating words. 
T12-1: Yeah, let me fix that. Okay. 
 
In this excerpt, T12-2 noticed that T12-1 was repeatedly using the same word, 






T12-1 promptly agreed to change the word according to T12-2’s suggestion. T12-1’s 
final essay revealed that T12-1 actually made a change to reflect his peer’s comment. The 
sentence which originally read, “pesticides are the main causes for a lot of health 
problems such as cancer, et cetera. Pesticides require less use of pesticides which can 
positively affect human because pesticides.” was revised to “GMOs require less use of 
pesticides which can positively affect humans because these organisms used in 
agriculture are the main reason behind many healthy problems, such as cancer, 
inflections, etc.”. Instead of relying on the same word, “pesticides”, T12-1 used 
“organisms” as well as modifying the sentence structure in his final essay.  
Another revision-oriented comment was also made by T12-2 on T12-1’s draft, 
which was, “So my opinion to you, I say this, too. I get straight to the point. You don’t 
want to explain around the bush, you know. Get straight to the point. Short and concise. 
That’s the key thing. Just go to the point don't beat around the bush, you know what I 
mean? Is it good?” And T12-1 responded agreeably by saying, “Yeah, I love this. Yeah.” 
Compared to the previous comment, this suggestion was too broad, and no elaboration 
was made to make this statement more detailed and clearer. Therefore, it was not possible 
to determine to what extent this comment was implemented in T12-1’s final essay. 
Nevertheless, T12-1’s responses to the post-test questionnaire seem to suggest 
that he was mindful of this suggestion as he revised. To the question of what his peer 
commented on his essay, T12-1 responded his peer had told him to be “more focused in 
[his] answers” and “straight to the point”.  T12-1 indicated that he made changes in his 






based on his peer’s feedback. He showed positive attitudes towards the peer review 
activity in general.  
 
T15-1 and T15-2 (Transcript 15) 
 The following interaction between T15-1 and T15-2 shows another example of 
revision-oriented comment on rhetorical features (idea organization and paragraph 
structure).  
T15-1:  Yeah. But I think one thing I want to note is there are some, I mean,  
counterpoints like, this would be maybe you have outlined it that you are 
going to discuss about it. 
T15-2: Which part? Use of which part? 
T15-1: I think we have to like uh, evaluate yours like you stated this has like this  
effect and positive effect, positive effect on the environment. And so, I mean 
you have a fine idea and disadvantages that are not proven. But I think like, 
we can even do like, evaluate, side by side like you say about the 
environment there is negative effect is causing environment if it's causing 
effects on health. There are negative effects on health also. So how will you 
evaluate the both by comparing. 
T15-2: Oh, you mean move this, move this point to this point. 
T15-1: Yes, like, like, the environment is causing this point, and it is causing that  
negative thing, so but you are still saying it is being used right and how you 
say something. 
T15-2: I’ll think about it. 
T15-1: Yeah, I mean the thing is that it's good that you have an outline of what  
you're gonna discuss is paragraph one, two, three, and that’s good. 
 
 In this excerpt, T15-1 pointed out that there were two different ideas in the first 
paragraph (e.g., environment and health), and he suggested that she move one of the 
points to a different part of the essay. T15-2 responded positively by saying “I’ll think 
about it”.  When this comment was compared to T15-2’s final essay, it was shown that 






only in the first paragraph, while adding a fourth paragraph to discuss solely the 
relationship between GMOs and health.  
 In addition to the change made on the final essay, T15-2’s response to the post-
test questionnaire also suggested that she had taken her peer’s comment seriously. T15-2 
responded that she learned “how to better organize the article” and noted that her peer 
asked her “to move one part of the essay to another paragraph”. As discussed earlier, 
revision-oriented comments on rhetorical features are often too broad to identify the 
impact of in the final essay; However, this example clearly demonstrated how a detailed 
suggestion could be understood and successfully incorporated in the final essay. 
 According to the post-test questionnaire, T15-2 generally had a positive 
perception towards the peer review, as she found peer reviews helpful and appreciated 
having the opportunity to receive feedback from their peers. Despite her generally 
positive perception towards the peer review, the PTQ responses also revealed that T15-2 
did not agree that she felt comfortable doing peer review and also indicated that she did 
not find the guiding questions helpful. One of the reasons could be attributed to her lack 
of previous peer review experience, as she reported this was her first time doing peer 
review. However, even though her peer, T15-1 also reported not having done a peer 
review in the past, he strongly agreed that the guiding questions were helpful and he 
seemed to have followed the guiding questions when he was commenting on T15-2’s 
outline.  
A close examination of their interaction suggested that this difference may have 
come from the completeness of their first draft or outline. Since T15-1 did not write a 






understand his ideas and asked for further explanation (e.g., “Sorry, I don't know what 
you mean, since you did not write in an outline”, “Sorry, I can hardly recognize your 
words. I am sorry. So, in this paragraph what are you trying to say?”). On the contrary to 
T15-1, T15-2 wrote a complete outline of her essay, and this may have allowed T15-1 to 
do a more structured peer review, making more effective use of the guiding questions 
(e.g., “Yeah, it's good that you have an outline of what you're gonna discuss is paragraph 
one, two, three, and that’s good.”). 
 
T19-1 and T19-2 (Transcript 19) 
 T19-1 and T19-2 were a collaborative pair whose discussion was mostly 
centered on the use of supporting ideas. Their revision-oriented comments were also 
related to the appropriate use of supporting ideas. For instance, T19-1 specifically asked 
T19-2 to discuss not only the benefits of GMOs but also their potential risks in her essay 
by saying, “You should also quote some shortcomings and potential weaks from the both 
resources and argue why you still choose to not to ban it”.  
 During the peer review, there was not a strong indication of whether T19-2 was 
going to implement the comment in her essay or not, as she responded “okay” and 
promptly moved on to discuss the next question. However, both T19-2’s final essay and 
her PTQ responses revealed that she understood and implemented the suggestions by her 
peer. She confirmed this in the PTQ that her peer asked her to "not only focus on the 
benefits on GMO, but also pay attention to the opposite side and defense,” and she agreed 






third paragraph of her final essay, where T19-2 discussed in detail the potential damage 
by the GMOs and why people cannot avoid them through the ban.  
 A closer examination of the pair’s interaction revealed that T19-2 also 
incorporated some of the ideas discussed during the peer review in her final essay. The 
following excerpt shows the discussion between the two on how potential harm from 
GMOs could be avoided.  
T19-1:  Yeah actually I was wondering if the weakness can be avoid. I don’t know. 
T19-2: Yeah, I think so. For example, I need to think about it, actually.  
For example, the superweeds or superbugs, I think it is not only the weed and 
the bugs but they are improving their reluctant to the GMOs, so we are 
improving our GMO’s, so we can face more difficult situation we don't need 
to use more strong, stronger chemical pesticides but we can use stronger 
GMOs to kill maybe the superweeds and for organs? They have adversary 
factor. you can also imagine we are creature of the whole nature since there 
are superweed, they can be superhuman. After a while we are going to get 
used to the GMOs. 
T19-1: Yeah, we can’t stop using it or researching it.  Just in fear of the potential  
risks which have not passed or rather been proven. 
T19-2: Yeah, and we are still working on it to prove it and that’s what I’m  
  talking about saving money. We can save money to do more research. 
 
 In the excerpt, T19-1 and T19-2 engaged in a discussion about how the potential 
harm from GMOs could be avoided, as they were both trying to elaborate on the 
“weaknesses” of the GMOs. Even though T19-2 did not write exactly as she said during 
the peer review, she indeed incorporated the latter part of their discussion in her final 
essay. Corresponding to the highlighted lines in the excerpt above, T19-2 wrote that 
“even though these are some threatenings, we cannot avoid them through banning GMOs. 






could be used to do more research and improve the GMOs in order to deal with all the 
concerns.”  
 When it comes to their perception of the peer review, both T19-1 and T19-2 
found the activity helpful and agreed that they appreciated having the opportunity to 
receive feedback from peers. However, neither found the guiding questions helpful, as 
T18-1 rated 2 (disagree) and T19-2 rated 3 (neither disagree or agree) on Likert scale for 
the question asking about their perceived helpfulness of the guiding questions. This might 
be because of the fact that they spent most of their peer review discussing the supporting 
ideas to improve their essays, and not relying much on the guiding questions. 
 
T23-1 and T23-2 (Transcript 23) 
 Although most revision-oriented comments discussed so far related to rhetoric, 
an instance of a revision-oriented comment related to lexico-grammar was found in the 
interaction between T23-1 and T23-2. T23-2 suggested T23-1 to change the spelling of 
two words, “significant” and “limiting”. 
 
T23-2:  Okay, I think this is okay. But here just add the “t” at the end of  
“significant” and here applying the “g”. 
T23-1: Ha, and “limiting”? 
 
 In the final essay, T23-1 used the correct spelling of the two words, which 
provided evidence for her response to the PTQ that she made changes based on her peer’s 
feedback, specifically on “some grammar errors”. The triangulation of the data allowed 






without seeing the texts, it would not have been possible to know that “grammar errors” 
actually meant spelling errors.  
 Another instance of a revision-oriented comment made between the pair was 
specifically related to citation style. In the excerpt below, T23-1 asked T23-2 whether she 
should use the expression, “in the article” or “in the lecture” when citing from the 
sources.  
T23-1:  Ehhh, no, the thing, I, the comment is when you have to cite the person or  
when you have to say, “in the article…” or “in the lecture…” 
T23-2: Okay, but 
T23-1: No, no, it’s my question. 
T23-2: Oh, okay, yeah, well, I think it’s like that. Like in the lecture, for example, eh 
congress Michael Scott… And you put like “as congress Michael Scott 
says…” and you cite the phrase for some part of what he says. 
T23-1: Okay. We have an hour, so. 
T23-2: Yes, but you have to put it in quotation marks. 
 
 In response to T23-1’s question, T23-2 provided a detailed explanation to help 
her understand how to cite from a different source. T23-1’s final essay showed that she 
actually incorporated T23-2’s feedback, as her second paragraph read, “Secondly, the 
money collected from taxation could be used “toward the cause” as mentioned Mr. Scott 
in the article.” Even though this was the only part of her essay where she used that 
specific citation style, her final essay clearly indicated that she had reflected her peer’s 
suggestion. 
In addition to the previous two revision-oriented comments, T23-2 also suggested 
that T23-1 revise her thesis statement, which was reflected in her final essay. The 
following excerpt shows the interaction between the two. 
T23-1:  [guiding question: “Does the author address thesis statement in the 






T23-2: Yeah, you need to add more ideas in the thesis. 
 
 T23-2 suggested T23-1 to “add more ideas in the thesis” to make the statement 
clearer. It was not evident in the interaction whether T23-1 agreed with the suggestion or 
had understood what “adding more ideas in the thesis” exactly meant. However, T23-1’s 
response to the PTQ confirmed that she recognized the comment as a suggestion, and 
also that she knew how to change her thesis statement. The changes in T23-1’s essay 
showed that she interpreted “adding more thesis statement” as adding controlling ideas to 
the thesis statement. After her thesis statement (“I believe it is an effective way to reduce 
unhealthy food consumption and therefore obesity.”), she added three sentences as 
controlling ideas to the thesis (italicized in the excerpt below).  
Although many people would argue this is not a possible solution to the problem, 
I believe it is an effective way to reduce unhealthy food consumption and 
therefore obesity. This reduction can be addressed by limiting sales to the public 
for its increased cost, use tax money to promote healthy dietary campaigns for the 
society and give incentives to food production companies to produce healthier 
food. 
                (Excerpt from T23-1’s essay) 
 
T23-1 seemed to have modeled T23-2’s thesis statement when she made changes 
to her essay, because earlier in their discussion, T23-2 had provided an example of her 
own thesis statement where she listed main ideas from each body paragraph as follows. 
T23-1:  Uh, or here, I mean if this is one of the main ideas, you should do a  
paragraph with this main idea and may put an example to support it. 
T23-2: I use this as a thesis statement. So, my idea is to, for each  
paragraph of the body to put like improving how parents feed their children 
and talk about that in this paragraph. Acquiring health habits, talk about the 
other paragraph. 







Even though both test-takers did not know the correct term for “controlling 
ideas”, T23-1 and T23-2 still could mutually understand what they meant, which led to 
changes in the final essay.  
 
     7.3.2 Non-collaborative pairs 
In this section, I analyzed the PTQ responses and the transcripts of peer review 
between the 6 non-collaborative pairs to identify the effects peer feedback had on them. 
As addressed earlier, many of the comments exchanged between the non-collaborative 
pairs (e.g., dominant-dominant/monologue pairs) were global in nature. The majority of 
their comments were without elaboration nor details, so it was difficult to determine 
whether and how the test-takers revised their final drafts according to their peer’s 
comments. Regardless, the six non-collaborative pairs generally seemed to have a 
positive experience during the EPT peer review as Figure 8 indicates below. 
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12. I'd like to have a peer review section for other
writing tests like the EPT in the future.
10. I find peer-reviews helfpul.
9. I was able to write a better essay based on my
peer's comments.
7. The peer review section of the EPT helped me
write my final essay.
6. I made changes in my final essay based on my
peer's comments.
4. I found guidiing questions for peer review useful.
1. Before taking the test, I thought peer reviews were
helpful.






While most of the non-collaborative pairs responded positively to the 
questionnaire items related to the helpfulness of peer review, two students (T32-1, T29-2) 
did not appear to think that their peers’ comments were helpful in writing their final 
essays. First, T32-1 strongly disagreed with the two statements related to the helpfulness 
of peer feedback (Question 7 and 9). Since she did not answer the open-ended questions, 
I further examined the peer review transcripts to better understand the nature of their 
interaction. 
Excerpt 11 
T31-1:  Hi I am T31-1. And first question, “Does the author address a clear thesis 
statement in the introduction?” I think he wrote just what he brainstormed so I 
don't think it’s a sentence but I can see her, I can see her uh, uh main 
statement in the introduction part. And for the second question, “do you find 
the body paragraph support the thesis statement” Yeah, the answer is yes and 
I can find three body paragraphs. “Are the ideas supported in both the lecture 
and the article?” uh yes, he cited from both the essay, both the lecture and the 
article. “Is it written in the examinee’s own words and not copied directly 
from the lecture or article?” uh yeah, I’ll say yes. “Does the writer use 
standard grammatical conventions?” uh uh, because it is a first draft… I 
think, I think he didn't use the standard grammatical conventions but I think 
it’s fine. 
T31-2: Okay. Hi, I am T31-2, and the author does have a clear thesis statement but 
she doesn’t give, she doesn’t give me a separate single paragraph. But I think 
it’s clear. And yes, I find the body paragraph, and I think it supports the thesis 
statement. And…the “are the ideas in the essay supported from the both” yes, 
yes, she has opinions from both lectures and article and uh yes, she has many 
ideas uh from the lecture but she uses her own words so I think it’s fine. And 
“does the draft use standard grammatical conventions?” I’m not really sure 
what this means but according to me, uh, yeah, the grammar is good. So, 
yeah, it’s good. I think. 
 (Transcript 31) 
 
 As can be observed in Excerpt 11, T31-1 and T31-2 clearly made use of the five 






elaborations on their comments, but rather kept to “yes” or “no” as if they were checking 
off a list. They made few evaluative comments (e.g., “grammar is good”, “it’s clear”), but 
most comments were not specific or revision-oriented. Based on a close examination of 
the interaction between the two, it can be speculated that T31-1 did not report making 
changes to her final essay, simply because there were no suggestions for improvement 
and her peer essentially told her that her essay was fine as it was. Interestingly, T31-2 
responded that she made changes to her final essay based on her peer’s comment in spite 
of not having received specific suggestions during the peer review. She commented that 
she learned “what she [T31-1] thinks about my thesis statement and supporting points” 
during the peer review. According to the PTQ, both T31-1 and T31-2 responded they 
found peer reviews helpful and appreciated having the opportunity to receive feedback 
from their peers. 
 Similar interaction happened between T29-1 and T29-2 during the EPT peer 
review. Excerpt 12 below shows T29-1’s comment on T29-2’s first draft. T29-1 gave a 
thorough and lengthy review of T29-2’s first draft based on the guiding questions. Unlike 
the ones we have discussed earlier, there appeared to be few elaborations on his 
comment, explaining how T29-2 has done well. However, there still was no concrete 
suggestion for improvement for T29-2. 
Excerpt 12 
T29-1:  Okay I will start first. (…) And for the first question I think that thesis 
statement is clear after introducing the context of the obesity in American, I 
found that he said, he showed her, his opinion in the first introduction. He 
said he doesn’t think that taxing will be a good idea and it doesn’t work. So I 
think it’s quite a clear thesis statement. In the second question found the body 
paragraph. He has three reasons to support his body paragraphs and it’s quite 






clear. So, so for the further examples it contradicts the freedom concept and 
rejects the business model. Yeah, also he also mentions the content in the 
lecture we cannot force American people to make choices uhm and yeah it 
goes against the constitution value which is freedom. And the second reason 
is that taxing won’t have impact, impact that government will have. He gives 
example posing the article and also the lecture. How the cigarette and alcohol 
control tax was not effective and also sale rate does not drop. And he also 
mentions information in lecture that people who are in high income tend to 
have enough money so they would not stop from buying what they like. Or he 
said he concludes that they are heavier. And the last reason he gave is that he 
said that candy and cola are not necessarily the reason that causes obesity 
because he found a convincing article that nutrition based from 1960s found 
that obesity rate doesn't go up the foods sale rate is not as popular but the 
obesity rates soared. So it's not the problem. It's a social problem. People tend 
to behave this way. And he gives his own opinions. Yeah, I think I answered 
the questions as well. “Do they pull ideas from lecture and article” yeah of 
course. “Is the draft written in examinee’s own words?” of course the draft is 
written in the examinee’s own words. And it was all paraphrased. Words are 
concise and coherent. I couldn't find any mistakes. Okay so that's my review. 
 (Transcript 29) 
 
 In his response to the PTQ, T29-2 generally agreed with the statements related 
to the helpfulness of peer feedback and appreciated the opportunity to receive feedback 
from peers, which may indicate T29-2’s positive perception and attitudes towards the 
peer review section of the EPT. It is again possible to speculate that T29-2 did not make 
changes based on his peer’s comments, because there were no revision-oriented 
comments, but he may have still appreciated the peer review opportunity as he could 
learn that “[they] hold different views on that topic.”  
 
7.4 Summary 
 In this chapter, in order to understand the relationship between the peer review 






collaborative pairs, which were then compared to the PTQ responses and the final essays. 
I focused on the revision-oriented comments so that any implementation of these 
comments could be identified in the final essays. The triangulation of the three types of 
data (PTQ responses, peer review transcripts, and essays) showed that there was an 
alignment between what the test-takers thought they learned from the peer review, what 
was discussed during the peer review, and the actual changes made in the final essay 
based on the comments. 
Table 20 Revision-oriented comments among the six collaborative pairs 
Names Pair Essay topic Revision-oriented comments 
Kevin and Alice 7 GMOs Paragraph structure, clarity of argument 
T8-1 and T8-2 8 Sugar taxation Paragraph structure, supporting ideas 
 
T12-1 and T12-2 12 GMOs Vocabulary (e.g., repeating words), 
clarity of argument 
T15-1 and T15-2  15 GMOs Idea organization and paragraph structure 
T19-1 and T19-2 19 GMOs Supporting ideas 
T23-1 and T23-2 23 Sugar taxation Lexico-grammar, citation style 
 
  In general, as Table 20 shows, most collaborative pairs made revision-oriented 
comments on rhetorical features such as paragraph structure, supporting ideas, and clarity 
of argument. This is in line with the Spring 2016 PTQ responses (n=81), which showed 
that the most frequently discussed topics were related to rhetorical features (66%).  
Next, the detailed analysis of peer interaction revealed that most revision-oriented 
comments were incorporated in the final essays. This again supports the PTQ responses, 
where 71% of test-takers agreed or strongly agreed to having made changes in their final 
essay based on their peer’s comments. The test-takers who strongly agreed to having 






towards the peer review section of the EPT. Based on what have been observed so far, it 
is possible to conclude that the test-takers who receive specific revision-oriented 
feedback tend to make changes in their final essay, and this may contribute to their 
positive perceptions and attitudes towards the EPT peer review.  
However, how do we consider those who did not receive any revision-oriented 
feedback, or those who did not make changes based on peers’ comments in their final 
essay? The analysis of the peer interaction data suggested that the revision-oriented 
comments may not be the only factor that could lead to positive perceptions and attitudes 
towards the peer review. For instance, in Transcript 8, even though no specific revision-
oriented comments were made on his draft, T8-2 still thought that the peer review activity 
was helpful in writing his final essay. T8-2 strongly agreed with all the survey questions 
related to the helpfulness of the peer review, and he also commented that “[his] peer 
provided [him] quite helpful examples to understand the essence of the reading passage 
and lecture”. This suggests that positive perceptions and attitudes towards the peer review 
activity may not necessarily be directly correlated with the number of revision-oriented 
comments or suggestions by their peers, and the analysis on non-collaborative pairs 
further supports this point.  
 In addition to the six collaborative pairs, I also analyzed the interactions among 
the six non-collaborative pairs and then compared them to their PTQ responses. Since 
there were few revision-oriented comments that were specific and detailed enough to 
identify in the final essays, a three-way triangulation between the PTQ, transcripts, and 
essays was not conducted. However, since one-third of the peer review pairs showed a 






examine non-collaborative pairs’ interactions to gain a better understanding of the impact 
of peer feedback on test-takers’ perceptions as well as their performances. Non-
collaborative pairs generally showed positive attitudes towards the peer review section of 
the EPT, with the exception of the two test-takers who reported not having made changes 
based on their peers’ comments. Based on a close examination of their PTQ responses 
and interactions with their peers, it was revealed that despite how detailed their comments 
were, the comments were global in nature and there were no specific revision-oriented 
comments which they could incorporate in their final essays. Still, all non-collaborative 
pairs responded they appreciated the opportunity to receive feedback from their peers, as 
many of them commented they could learn other people’s point of view on the same 
topic.  
 As suggested earlier, there were noticeable differences between collaborative 
and non-collaborative pairs both in the quality and number of revision-oriented 
comments. However, these two groups did not appear to differ much in their perceptions 
and attitudes towards the helpfulness of peer feedback, as they both responded that they 
appreciate the opportunity to exchange feedback with their peers and thought the peer 
review section helpful in writing their final essay. Therefore, it is possible to conclude 
that the number and quality of revision-oriented comments may increase the satisfaction 
of the activity, but they may not necessarily be the only factor contributing to positive 









Negative perceptions towards the peer review 
 While a majority of test-takers reported positive experiences during the peer 
review section of the EPT, not everyone thought that the peer review was helpful. For 
instance, in Transcript 12, the interaction between T12-1 and T12-2 showed a 
collaborative pattern of interaction with frequent clarification questions and positive 
feedback. They were also one of the few pairs which exchanged personal information 
related to their country and test instructions. Despite the collaborative interactional 
features observed during the peer review, T12-2’s PTQ responses turned out to be rather 
negative. Even though he agreed that he appreciated having the opportunity to receive 
feedback from his peer, he did not find the peer review helpful in writing his final essay. 
He even strongly disagreed with having a peer review section for other writing tests like 
the EPT in the future.  
At a glance, T12-2’s negative attitude seems to have been derived from a lack of 
suggestions on his draft, as he commented, “I was told that my essay was great. Ok. 
Nothing more my partner could provide to his knowledge.” His reaction was unexpected, 
since the other pairs who had exchanged a similar number of revision-oriented comments 
still showed a positive attitude towards their peers’ comments and suggested they learned 
from their peers (e.g., Transcript 8). A closer examination of the pairs’ interaction 
revealed that out of a total of 35 turns exchanged between the pair, 17 turns were spent on 
discussing T12-1’s essay, whereas only 4 turns were spent on discussing T12-2’s essay. 
Therefore, the triangulation of the data sets suggests that in order to have a satisfying peer 
review experience, it may be important to make an equal share of feedback time and 






more suggestions were provided by T12-2, the interaction between T12-1 and T12-2 was 
not categorized as expert/novice because of frequent negotiations and exchange of 
feedback, which are distinctive features found among the collaborative pairs. In the 
current data set, no expert/novice pattern was found among the peer review pairs. 
However, the observation of such unequal share of feedback between T12-1 and T12-2 
(low mutuality) suggests a possibility of an expert/novice pattern of interaction during the 
peer review session, where one test-taker who adopts an expert role continuously 
“provide[s] assistance that helps the novice to learn” (Watanabe & Swain, 2007, p. 133) 
throughout the peer review session, during which time the novice accepts the feedback 
and invite more suggestions. Previous literature on patterns of interaction (e.g., Nelson & 
Murphy, 1993; Zheng, 2012) suggested collaborative and expert-novice patterns may 
lead to more revisions or better writing quality. Therefore, it would be interesting to 
observe instances of an expert/novice pattern during the peer review and examine how 
their peer review experience affected their perceptions and attitudes toward the activity, 
as well as the number and quality of the revisions on their final drafts.   
Incomplete drafts or outlines could be also considered as a potential source of 
discontent during the peer review activity. During the EPT, test-takers are given a piece 
of letter-sized paper with the guiding questions and suggested outline on one side, and a 
blank page on the other side to write on (see Appendix C the guided outline worksheet) 
for 20 minutes. There is no required format (e.g., draft vs. outline), so test-takers can 
either choose to write a draft or create an outline depending on their preference. The peer 
review transcripts revealed that this lack of specificity indeed led some students to write 






peer review experience, as can be seen in the following example. Despite the 
collaborative pattern of interaction found between T15-1 and T15-2, as discussed earlier, 
T15-2 was often frustrated because she could “hardly recognize [her partner’s] words” 
and that T15-1 “did not write in an outline”. This negative experience might have caused 
her to think that the guiding questions were not helpful. More precise instructions to write 























8. CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS 
8.1 Summary of major findings 
This dissertation project aimed to explore and provide a comprehensive 
understanding of peer feedback use in integrated, process-oriented ESL writing tests. 
Within the institutional context at the University of Illinois, the current study examined 
(RQ 1) test-takers’ perceptions and attitudes towards the peer-review section in a testing 
context, (RQ 2) the nature of peer interaction during the peer feedback process, and (RQ 
3) its potential link to test-takers’ writing performance.  
To address the first research question, test-taker perceptions and attitudes were 
elicited through the post-test questionnaires, which included both Likert-scale items and 
open-ended questions. Test-takers generally showed positive attitudes and perceptions 
towards peer review. They appreciated the opportunity to receive feedback from their 
peers and perceived the activity as helpful in writing their final essay. Responses to the 
open-ended questions showed that the test-takers focused more on rhetorical features than 
lexico-grammar features during the peer review.  
Next, to explore the nature of interaction during peer feedback in the pre-writing 
stage (RQ 2), 31 audio-recordings of peer interactions during the peer review section of 
the EPT were categorized into different patterns of interaction based on the pre-identified 
features in Storch (2002) and Zheng (2012). In line with the findings of previous research 
on patterns of interaction (e.g., Lockhart & Ng, 1995; Nelson & Murphy, 1993; Storch 
2002; Zheng, 2012), the collaborative pattern was the most common among the EPT 
takers, which indicates that the test-takers actively participated in the activity, engaged 






each other as sources of information. Considering that a majority of the test-takers met 
each other for the first time at the test site, the results suggest that test-takers could work 
collaboratively in a testing context, just as they did in past research in a classroom 
context. 
Unlike Storch (2002) and Zheng (2012), no expert/novice or dominant/passive 
patterns were found in the current study. Interestingly, a unique pattern of interaction, 
namely, dominant/dominant monologue pattern was observed among 29% of the pairs 
(n=9). These pairs contributed equally to the task (high equality) but with very little 
engagement with each other’s contribution (low mutuality), which are features shared 
with the dominant/dominant pattern of interaction. However, these nine pairs were 
unique in that their interaction was “monologic” in nature. In other words, they reviewed 
each other’s drafts in the form of a monologue without any follow-up requests for 
information. Also, pairs often referred to each other in a third-person singular form, “he” 
or “she”, in spite of the seating arrangement (i.e., test-takers were paired up with a person 
sitting next to them or nearby). In addition, there was one pair who showed a 
passive/passive pattern of interaction, which was also observed in Zheng’s (2012) peer 
response data. This pair displayed unwillingness to participate in the activity, expressed 
frustration, and did not engage with each other’s contributions. Therefore, this pair was 
categorized as having a passive/passive pattern of interaction. Most pairs, except for the 
passive/passive pair, tended to follow the five guiding questions when they reviewed 
each other’s first drafts or an outline. While collaborative pairs spent more time 
discussing the guiding question 1 and 2, which are related to the thesis statement and 






discussing each question and appeared to use the questions as a checklist. They 
responded to each question without much explanation or elaboration.  
Lastly, to address the final research question, written texts produced by the test-
takers were compared with the responses to the post-test questionnaire and peer 
interaction data to observe whether and what changes were made as a result of peer 
interaction, as well as the relationship between different types of interaction patterns and 
writing performance. The triangulation of the three types of data (responses to post-test 
questionnaire, peer review transcripts, and final drafts) provided a fuller picture of the 
peer feedback use in the testing context. Even though both collaborative and non-
collaborative pairs generally showed positive attitudes and perceptions towards the peer 
review section of the EPT, it was revealed that the source of their content may be varied. 
For instance, collaborative pairs made more detailed, specific comments that were 
revision-oriented, and many of these suggestions were reflected in their partner’s final 
drafts. This may have led to positive responses to the helpfulness of the EPT peer review. 
In contrast, comments exchanged between non-collaborative pairs were more global in 
nature, and therefore, it was difficult to examine specific instances of them being 
reflected in the final drafts. In spite of this, responses to the post-test questionnaire 
revealed that most non-collaborative pairs appreciated the opportunity to receive 










8.2 Further discussions  
     8.2.1 Focus on rhetorical features  
 There was a recurring theme found across all three types of data: focus on the 
rhetorical features. First, when the test-takers were asked to respond to the two open-
ended questions (what they learned from their peers, and what they had commented on) 
in the post-test questionnaire, more than 60% of the test-taker responses were related to 
rhetorical features, such as clarity of ideas, supporting ideas, use of evidence, paragraph 
structure and organization, whereas less than 10% were related to grammar, spelling, and 
mechanics.  
Transcripts of the peer interaction further confirmed what the test-takers 
commented on during the peer review. While all pairs, except the one passive/passive 
pair, discussed all five guiding questions in general, collaborative pairs spent more time 
discussing the first two guiding questions, which were specifically related to the thesis 
statement and supporting ideas. Considering that a majority of the peer review pairs 
(n=19, 61%) showed a collaborative pattern of interaction, it is therefore understandable 
that more comments were made on the rhetorical features than other features such as 
lexico-grammar and citation.  
Focus on rhetorical features can also be explained by other factors, such as the 
curriculum, task, test-taker proficiency, and the guiding questions. As discussed earlier in 
the Results section, most writing courses in higher education place a greater emphasis on 
rhetorical features compared to lexico-grammar features. Since the EPT is a placement 






to write an academic argumentative essay, it is possible that the test-takers were aware of 
the greater emphasis on rhetorical features in the given context. 
In the following sections, where I will be discussing the guiding questions and 
test-taker proficiency, this topic (rhetorical features) will be revisited and further 
discussed. 
 
     8.2.2 Usefulness of the guiding questions 
During the EPT, guiding questions were employed as a tool to scaffold the test-
takers’ peer review process. Both the post-test survey and peer interaction data showed 
that most test-takers made use of the guiding questions by closely following the order that 
the questions were presented. More than 80% of the test-takers also responded that the 
guiding questions were helpful in facilitating the peer review. In addition, regardless of 
the different ways they interacted with each other, both collaborative and non-
collaborative pairs focused on the guiding questions without diverting much to off-task 
talk. Considering that the questions were designed to “direct” the test-takers to think 
about major components of writing (e.g., thesis statement, supporting ideas, evidence use, 
citation style, and grammar), the guiding questions seemed to be serving their purpose. 
Also, judging by the manner that the test-takers relied on the questions, the guiding 
questions indisputably played a significant role during the peer review. Therefore, it can 
be concluded that the guiding questions were used as a helpful resource during the peer 
review section of the EPT.  
However, while conducting an in-depth analysis of the actual peer interaction data 






were really well-designed and whether they could guide all test-takers to an effective peer 
review. Even though all five questions were covered by most pairs, collaborative and 
non-collaborative (dominant/dominant, dominant/dominant monologue) pairs differed in 
their use of guiding questions.  
First, collaborative pairs spent more time discussing questions 1 and 2 than the 
other questions in the list, whereas dominant/dominant monologue pairs addressed all 
five guiding questions and followed the order chronologically (i.e., from question 1 to 5). 
A closer examination of their interactions showed that the two groups also differed in 
their quality of discussion, because while collaborative pairs provided specific details and 
explanation to their comments, dominant/dominant monologue pairs only seemed to be 
using the guiding questions as a checklist, often quoting the questions verbatim. They did 
not elaborate on their comments as evidenced by the lesser amount of “explanation” or 
“suggestion” in the content analysis. In contrast, collaborative pairs made specific, 
detailed revision-oriented suggestions, which in turn were implemented in the final 
essays.   
Another issue that was commonly observed during the peer review was related to 
the nature of peer feedback. More specifically, many of the suggestions made by the test-
takers were too broad or global to be considered revision-oriented comments. The global 
comments were observed more often among the non-collaborative pairs, and this may 
have led to fewer revisions in the final essays as evidenced in both the final essays and 
the responses to the PTQ.  
It is also possible that the incomplete drafts or outline impacted such interactions 






grammatical conventions, and also to comment globally rather than specifically in detail. 
As discussed briefly in Chapter 7, test-takers are given 20 minutes to work on their first 
drafts. They can either choose to write a draft or create an outline of their final essay, 
based on which they do a peer review in the next 15 to 20 minutes. As the time is limited, 
most test-takers do not finish their drafts (e.g., the drafts may be missing body paragraph, 
or contain fragments of ideas) or they often have an online comprised only of key words 
or sentences. Therefore, it may not be easy to provide detailed responses to the guiding 
questions, as T19-2 commented, “since your body didn’t write in detail, so I don't know 
whether uh your examples are adequate for you to support your opinion” (Transcript 19). 
As test-takers do not always write full drafts, it becomes even more difficult to answer 
guiding question 5, which asks the students to examine whether their peer(s) followed 
correct grammatical conventions. This may also have influenced the test-takers to make 
more broad comments than specific suggestions, or not address grammar at all during the 
peer review. This could be another reason why the focus was on rhetorical features, 
because they did not have specific grammar to comment on, but just ideas.  
Therefore, it can be concluded that the test-takers in general made good use of 
guiding questions during the peer review session, but test-takers, especially collaborative 
pairs, focused more on questions 1 and 2 that were related to rhetorical features, while 
non-collaborative pairs covered all five questions but with less detail and specificity. This 
may be because (a) test-takers were asked to do a peer review based on incomplete drafts 
or an outline, or (b) there was a lack of specific enough instructions. In order for peer 
reviews to have a maximum impact, test developers or administrators could consider 






questions to match the task type (e.g., outline). Suggestions for the improvement of the 
peer review activity will be further discussed later in this Chapter.  
 
     8.2.3 Proficiency 
Similar to the results found in a classroom context (e.g., Storch, 2002; Zheng, 
2012) as well as in a testing context (Galaczi, 2009), the collaborative pattern of 
interaction was the most common during the peer review section of the EPT. However, in 
the current study, no expert/novice or dominant/passive patterns were observed, and more 
than 30% of the pairs showed a unique pattern where they conversed monologically with 
very little or no engagement. As discussed earlier in this chapter, there might be many 
possible reasons that can explain such patterns of interaction, i.e., the task type, guiding 
questions, and previous peer review experience and training. The proficiency difference 
among the test-takers might have also played a role. 
In both collaborative writing and paired oral assessment literature, one of the most 
important considerations in pairing the students has been their language proficiency (e.g., 
Davis, 2009; Dobao, 2012, Gan, 2010; Iwashita, 1996; Lazaraton & Davies, 2008; Kim 
& McDonough, 2008; Nakatsuhara, 2006; Storch, 2002). So far, no simple linear 
relationship has been found between test-takers’ proficiency level and their performance 
on language tests, and the results have been mixed. In the context of the current study, 
test-takers came from diverse language backgrounds and were at different education level 
(e.g., both undergraduate and graduate students take the test together), but there was little 






study scored between 80 and 1102 on the TOEFL (M=96.9, SD=8.6). The University of 
Illinois at Urbana-Champaign requires international students who score below 103 in 
total to take the EPT for additional ESL support. Therefore, the test-takers were generally 
within a restricted range of proficiency with little variance in their performance (roughly 
with an overall score of 80-100 on TOEFL).  
 
Figure 9 Spring 2016 EPT takers’ TOEFL total score distribution 
 It is possible that little or no proficiency difference among the test-takers may 
have influenced the patterns of interaction in the current context. According to Kim and 
McDonough’s (2008) study, which also examined the proficiency effect on the patterns 
of interaction among Korean as a Second Language (KSL) learners, they found that an 
intermediate learner who took a collaborative stance when they were paired with another 
intermediate learner shifted his stance from collaborative to dominant or passive/novice 
stances depending on the proficiency of the partner. This study’s finding supports the 
                                               
2 ESL classes fulfill the Composition I requirement for freshman at the UIUC; therefore, 
international undergraduate students often decide to take EPT for ESL courses, although 






results from the current study where only collaborative and dominant/dominant patterns 
were observed among the pairs within a restricted range of proficiency. To further 
explicate this, each test-taker may have already been equipped with sufficient resources 
and knowledge to complete the task. As “experts” who are familiar with the task type 
(i.e., argumentative essays), it is possible that they did not feel like “novice” writers who 
should be seeking help from the other test-takers. Additionally, that the test-takers in this 
study were high-intermediate or advanced English learners in general may also be 
considered as one of the factors that influenced the test-takers to make more comments 
related to rhetorical features than lexico-grammar.  
 In order to better examine the effect of proficiency on the patterns of interaction 
during the peer review in a testing context, more empirical research should be conducted 
in diverse contexts involving lower proficiency learners, as well as learners in a wider 
range of proficiency.  
 
8.3 Implications 
 The findings from the current study may provide theoretical, methodological, 
and pedagogical implications on peer feedback use in classroom and testing contexts.  
     8.3.1 Theoretical and methodological implications 
 A prevailing question across studies has been whether and to what extent ESL 
writers can help each other when working in dyads or groups. It is generally accepted 
both in L1 and L2 research that peer feedback provides learners with opportunities to 
have a more active role in their own learning and enhance the development of learning in 






Schlumberger, 1992). However, while most research focused on the effectiveness of peer 
feedback, relatively few studies took an interest in what L2 students actually do during a 
peer review (e.g., Lockhart & Ng, 1995; Mendoca & Johnson, 1994; Nelson & Murphy, 
1992, 1993a, 1993b; Villamil & de Guerro, 1996). In addition, evidence has been 
provided to support the validity of paired speaking tasks as measures of interactional 
competence, and positive washback from teaching has also been found on such measures 
(e.g., Fulcher, 2003); however, to date not much has been explored with regards to the 
nature of peer interaction during a writing test, and no studies have attempted to validate 
the use of peer feedback as part of writing tests and its impact on the test-takers’ actual 
writing performance. The current dissertation was a novel attempt to examine these gaps 
in SLA and L2 testing research by investigating the peer feedback in a process-based, 
integrated ESL writing placement test (EPT). 
Methodologically, this study adopted the patterns of interaction framework from 
the SLA literature, which has been more popularly used to examine the pair dynamics 
during pair work, such as a text reconstruction task (e.g., Storch, 2002) or a dictogloss 
task (e.g., Kim & McDonough, 2008), but not in a testing context or to analyze peer 
response data. Zheng (2012) used a similar framework on peer response data, but it was 
based on group work, not pair, and was conducted in a classroom context. Galaczi (2004, 
2008) also followed a similar taxonomy to explore the patterns of interaction in a testing 
context, but it was a speaking test that measured interactive communication skills, not 
writing.  
Several advantages have been found in using the patterns of interaction 






and mutuality, I could describe how the talk between two test-takers were shared in terms 
of the control, direction, and quantity. In identifying different patterns of interaction, I 
ended up adopting both Storch (2002) (i.e., collaborative, dominant/dominant) and Zheng 
(2012)’s (i.e., passive/passive) coding schemes in addition to creating a new category, 
dominant/dominant monologue pattern to highlight the monologic nature found among 
the pairs; However, the fundamental concepts of equality and mutuality worked well for 
describing the pair dynamics during the EPT.  
Another strength of this framework would be that the concept of mutuality and 
equality has its theoretical ground in a socio-cultural theory. It not only focuses on the 
language learning, but also emphasize the social relationship among the speakers during 
the interaction. As there is an increasing interest in investigating paired interaction in 
various contexts, this framework will be particularly useful in examining the pair 
dynamics from various angles. 
In addition, when measuring language learning outcomes of pair work, studies in 
SLA have commonly relied on the resolution of lexical or grammatical LREs (Language-
related Episodes) (e.g., Watanabe and Swain, 2007; Kim & McDonough, 2008), which 
are defined as “any part of the dialogue where the students talk about the language they 
are producing, question their language use, or correct themselves or others” (Swain & 
Lapkin, 1998, p. 326). During the peer review section of the EPT, test-takers commented 
more on rhetorical features than lexico-grammar features, for a number of reasons 
alluded to above. Therefore, LREs were not used to measure the outcomes of peer 
feedback in this case. Moreover, since the test-takers worked individually on their own 






(e.g., Storch, 2002), in some cases it was difficult to detect whether they made revisions 
based on the feedback they had received, especially when this feedback was not revision-
oriented. Alternatively, triangulation of the three types of data (post-test survey, peer-
review transcripts, final essays) was conducted to measure whether and to what extent the 
comments were reflected in the final essays. This method was effective in capturing not 
only the number and type of revision-oriented comments, but also how the test-takers 
perceived the helpfulness of peer feedback. I recommend triangulation for any 
researchers who wish to gain a fuller picture of peer interaction during pair work in any 
context.  
   
   8.3.2 Pedagogical implications 
The study results lend strong support for peer review training and the use of 
guiding questions, which seem necessary for all students to interact collaboratively and 
derive maximum benefits during a peer review (Min, 2006). During the peer review 
section of the EPT, test-takers in general made a good use of guiding questions. 
However, while collaborative pairs made detailed comments and spent more time on 
questions 1 and 2 (that were related to rhetorical features), non-collaborative pairs 
covered all five questions but with less detail and specificity. In addition, 30% of the 
pairs (n=9) interacted in a monologic manner, in which no engagement or co-construction 
of ideas seemed to occur. No such pattern of interaction has been observed other than the 
current context. In order to help the test-takers deliver more constructive feedback that 
could lead to more substantive revisions in the final essays, peer review training seems 






Research on peer review training (e.g., Min, 2006, 2008) has highlighted that 
considerable time and resources should be invested in training students to be able to 
successfully carry out peer review. However, in testing contexts like the EPT, peer 
review training may not be feasible due to the limited time and resources available for 
test administration. It would not be possible to implement either individual conferencing 
(via the use of transcripts and audio-recordings) or multiple training sessions, which have 
been shown to be most effective. 
In order to train test-takers to be able to successfully deliver and receive feedback 
in a collaborative way, one possibility that could be feasibly implemented is showing a 
short video (e.g., 3-5 minutes) at the beginning of the test, which demonstrates a “model” 
peer review session between two students. Features frequently observed among the 
collaborative pairs could be used in constructing the dialogue. Particularly for those 
students who have never experienced a peer review prior to taking the test, it may be 
difficult to do it successfully on the first try. However, by showing how peer reviews are 
done, I hypothesize that there would be less incidence of dominant/dominant or 
dominant/dominant monologue patterns of interaction. 
In addition, it has been suggested that consistent assistance or guidelines are 
needed during a peer review (Min, 2006). Since it is a unique setting where a minimal 
intrusion during the test is required, well-designed guiding questions are clearly 
necessary. As discussed earlier, there were a few issues observed with the existing 
guiding questions during the EPT: (a) test-takers were asked to do a peer review based on 
incomplete drafts or outlines (which in turn caused them to be unable to comment on 






questions (e.g., T31-2, “does the draft use standard grammatical conventions? I’m not 
really sure what this means but according to me, uh, yeah, the grammar is good.”), and 
(c) many test-takers were using the guiding questions as a checklist rather than as a 
talking point. In order for peer reviews to have maximum impact, guiding questions 
should be modified to include specific instructions that direct the test-takers to add 
further explanations or suggestions in their responses. Alternatively, proctors could also 
explain each guiding question and clear up any misunderstandings with the test-takers 
before starting the activity. Modeling with a short video should also help to prevent such 
misunderstandings.  
Another possibility is to require all test-takers to write a detailed outline instead of 
a draft for a better use of guiding questions. In this study, test-takers could either choose 
to write a draft or create an outline depending on their preference, and therefore, some 
students wrote outlines and others wrote drafts, causing some inconsistencies in terms of 
the feedback (i.e., content, amount, quality) they exchanged. The current guided 
worksheet (see APPENDIX C) could be modified to include a detailed outline or 
instructions (not just a “sample” outline) with a different layout (see APPENDIX D for a 
revised version) so that the test-takers could provide more precise and targeted feedback 
according to the guiding questions during the peer review. Considering that it is difficult 
to expect the test-takers to be able to write a complete draft in 20 minutes, the suggested 
format would help the test-takers to make a better use of the time allotted. 
This study also provides implications for classroom teaching and assessment. At 
first glance, the patterns of interaction found during the EPT peer review seemed like 






that they were in a testing context. However, it appears it is a broader issue that goes 
beyond the test, as the personal communication with teachers revealed that the students in 
ESL writing classes at the university also show similar patterns of interaction as in the 
EPT. For instance, students show less engagement with each other while doing group 
work, and their dialogues are often molonologic. Therefore, further teaching or guidance 
such as a peer review training is very much needed not just in the context of the EPT but 
more broadly in classroom settings in order for students to make the most of the activity 
and have the best learning experience. 
 
8.4 Limitations and future directions 
 While this study attempted to provide a better understanding of the peer 
feedback use in a testing context by triangulating different types of data and employing 
various frameworks from SLA that have not been commonly used in testing research 
(i.e., patterns of interaction), there were several limitations that need to be addressed, 
which suggest future research directions. First, even though post-test questionnaires were 
used (e.g., the post-test questionnaires) to elicit test-takers’ perceptions and attitudes 
towards the peer review, survey responses alone were not enough to understand why the 
test-takers responded as such. Also, the test-taker interactions were compared with the 
final drafts to examine whether and how the changes were made, but it was difficult to 
determine why the test-takers did or did not make certain changes on the final drafts. To 
gain a better understanding of the test-takers’ attitudes and perceptions towards the peer 
review, it would be worthwhile to combine a post-test interview along with the post-test 






“describe” their experience. In addition to post-test interviews, stimulated recall could be 
useful to accurately assess the impact of peer feedback, since it would allow learners to 
provide the reasons for which they made (or did not make) changes on the final drafts. 
Since stimulated recalls are directed by a researcher, this technique would allow more 
fine-grained information to be collected about each error that was discussed in the peer 
review. Additionally, since the current data set was originally collected as part of the 
quality control procedures of the test, analysis could only be done based on the transcripts 
of the audio-recordings. For better understanding and interpretation of peer interaction 
during a testing context, future research could also rely on video recordings, which would 
enable further analysis, including the facial expressions and gestures made by the  pairs. 
 Second, direct comparisons were not made between the first and final drafts in 
all cases due to differences in the extent to which the first draft was complete. Since all 
first drafts (e.g., drafts or outline) were discarded promptly after each EPT 
administration, it was not possible to directly compare the first and final drafts in the 
current study. For future research, it would be helpful to examine how test-takers (or 
students) make use of pre-writing activities and their first drafts, and how this translates 
to their writing performance in both testing and classroom contexts. In addition to this, it 
would be meaningful to examine whether peer review makes a substantial impact in 
terms of the obtained score, for instance, by having both first (pre- peer review) and final 
(post-peer review) drafts scored and compared. Kim, Bowles, Yan, and Chung (2018), 
which was a within-subjects study that examined the comparability between on-campus 
(with peer review) and online EPT (without peer review), found no significant difference 






Even though it was a small-scale study (n=22), a majority of the test-takers showed a 
positive attitude towards the peer review section consistent with the findings from the 
current study. In order to better understand the benefits gained from peer review in a 
testing setting, future research could adopt a within-subjects repeated measures design to 
directly compare the condition with and without the peer review between the first and 
final drafts. 
 Third, previous studies have reported mixed findings with regard to proficiency 
during a paired oral assessment (e.g., Davies, 2009; North, 2005). In the EPT, test-takers 
were randomly paired based on their seating arrangements, similarly to a classroom 
context. This setting may lend ecological validity and provide implications for the 
classroom context. However, to examine what role proficiency plays in this context, it 
would be meaningful to implement a controlled pairing between less proficient and more 
proficient learners based on their TOEFL/IELTS scores. In addition, as discussed earlier 
in Chapter 7, most EPT takers were high-intermediate/advanced English learners within a 
restricted range of proficiency due to the admission criteria at the University of Illinois. It 
would be interesting to investigate how learners with similar or different levels of 
proficiency interact in diverse contexts (i.e., K-12 settings), how the outcomes might be 
different at a university with lower cut scores on TOEFL/IELTS, and also compare how 
the interaction patterns would differ depending on the familiarity and personality (c.f., 
Berry, 2004; Katona, 1998; O’Sullivan, 2002; Porter, 1991).   
Fourth, this study results suggest future research on how to successfully 
implement peer review training in diverse contexts. As pointed out earlier in 






testing context like the EPT, there may be additional challenges due to operational 
constraints. That is, it is possible that peer review training in a testing setting does not 
work in the same way as it does in classroom settings (Kim et al., 2018). It might not be 
as effective or it would not be feasible due to time constraints. Future research should 
consider these differences when designing and implementing a peer review training in a 
testing context.  
 Lastly, this study had a relatively small sample size (n=62 examinees distributed 
in 31 pairs). Even though this group was representative of the test-taker population in the 
EPT, future research with a larger sample size would confirm the results found in the 
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APPENDIX A: EPT SCORING RUBRIC 
 
 
* This scale is currently being revised and a new rubric will be used starting Spring 2017. 
 
UIUC English Placement Test Essay Rubric 
 
*Exempt (502) essays will exceed the standards for 501. 
Topic 111 / 500 115 / 501 
Interpreting the Writing Prompt · Does not directly 
address the essay prompt 
· Off topic   
· Contains irrelevant 
information 
· Causes confusion for 
the reader 
· Clearly addresses the 
essay prompt 
· Does not contain 
irrelevant information. 
Organization · Missing one or more of 
the five parts 
(introduction, 3 body 
paragraphs, and 
conclusion) 
· Conclusion introduces 
new ideas and/or does 
not provide closure 
· Organization of ideas is 
difficult to follow 
· All five parts are present 
(introduction, 3 body 
paragraphs, and 
conclusion) 
· Conclusion provides 
closure and does not 
introduce new ideas 
· Organization of ideas 
flows well 
Paragraph Structure and 
Development (PIE) 
(topic sentence/point, illustration from 
source or personal experience, and 
explanation connecting illustration to 
the topic of the paragraph) 
· Missing one or more 
parts of PIE 
· Inappropriate and 
insufficient explanations 
and illustrations (fewer 
than 2) in body 
paragraphs 
· Nearly all parts of PIE 
are evident 
· Appropriate and 
adequate explanations 
and illustrations (at least 
2 per body paragraph) 
Introduction and 
Thesis Statement 
· Introduction is absent or 
contains irrelevant 
information 
· Unclear what the essay 
is going to be about 
· Thesis statement may 
be absent, unclear, or 
missing parts 
· Introduction clearly 
introduces topic 
· Thesis statement clearly 
states main idea of essay 
and contains most or all 
of the necessary parts 
Cohesion/Coherence · Difficult to follow 
· Lacks transitions 






· Does not connect ideas 
from one sentence to the 
next 
· Illogical in places 
· Transitions used 
throughout 
· Ideas are connected 
from one sentence to the 
next 
· Mostly logical 
Source Use · Absent or unsuccessful 
· Uses only one source to 
support ideas 
· Contains few or no 
ideas from the sources 
· Attempts to synthesize 
sources are often 
successful 
· Uses more than one 
source to support 
ideas  (uses both EPT 
article and EPT lecture) 
· Successfully uses 
sources to support ideas 
Plagiarism, Paraphrasing, Quoting · Plagiarism may be very 
obvious and pervasive 
· Credit is not given to 
the original sources for 
ideas used 
· Paraphrasing may be 
absent or attempts may 
be unsuccessful 
· Quoting may be absent 
or may lack quotation 
marks 
· Plagiarism may be 
covert, or may contain 
only one or two minor 
instances 
· Credit is given to 
original sources 
· Paraphrasing is present 
and successful 
· Use of quoting is 
successful, and quotation 
marks are almost always 
used 
Academic Style and Grammar · Writing is informal 
· Grammatical errors 
impede understanding 
· Appropriate for an 
academic audience 
· Contains few instances 
of informality 
· Grammatical errors do 
























1. Does the author address a clear thesis statement in the introduction? 
 
2. Do you find the body paragraphs support the thesis statement? 
 
3. Are the ideas in the essay supported with ideas from BOTH the lecture and the 
article? 
 
4. Is the draft written in the examinee’s own words and not copied directly from the 
lecture or article? 
 





































APPENDIX C: GUIDED OUTLINE WORKSHEET 
 





You have 20 minutes to organize your essay and produce the first draft. Please make sure 
that your draft has the following features. 
 
1. A clear organization of introduction, body, and conclusion for an argumentative essay. 
2. Explicitly connected ideas 
3. Ideas supported with information from BOTH the lecture and the article. 
4. Accurate understanding of BOTH the lecture and the article. 
5. Identified source of information. 






What is the situation/problem/context?  
What is your main argument? (Thesis statement) 
 
2. Body 
Paragraph 1: What is your supporting argument?  
Supporting point #1 & Evidence for Supporting Point #1: Analysis of example/counter 
example to show how it supports the topic sentence and thesis (from the reading or the 
lecture?) 
 
Paragraph 2: What is your supporting argument?  
Supporting point #2 & Evidence for Supporting Point #2: Analysis of example/counter 
example to show how it supports the topic sentence and thesis (from the reading or the 
lecture?) 
 
Paragraph 3: What is your supporting argument?  
Supporting point #3 & Evidence for Supporting Point #3: Analysis of example/counter 




What is your concluding remark? 
 
 







APPENDIX D: REVISED GUIDED OUTLINE WORKSHEET 
 
Guided Outline Worksheet (First Draft)  
 
 
Name:                                                     UIN:                                            Test Date: 
 
You have 20 minutes to organize your essay before writing your final draft. Please make 
sure that your outline has the following features. 
 
1. A clear organization of introduction, body, and conclusion for an argumentative essay. 
2. Explicitly connected ideas 
3. Ideas supported with information from BOTH the lecture and the article. 
4. Accurate understanding of BOTH the lecture and the article. 
5. Identified source of information. 
6. Grammatical accuracy. 
 
1. Introduction 




















2. Evidence for Supporting Point #1: Analysis of example/counter example to show 






















       2. Evidence for Supporting Point #2: Analysis of example/counter example to show   















       2. Evidence for Supporting Point #3: Analysis of example/counter example to show   























APPENDIX E: POST-TEST QUESTIONNAIRE FOR THE EPT 
 
 
Post-test Questionnaire for the EPT – Part One 
 
You have now completed the written part of the test. Please take some time to complete 








A. Please circle your answer to the following questions. 
 





2. How often have you done 
the  
peer review in the past? 
 
Never Rarely Sometimes Often 
3. Did you and your peer 




4. My peer and I used our 
native language during the 
peer review:  
 
None Very little Some Very much 















Agree Strongly Agree 
1. Before taking the test, I 
thought peer reviews were 
helpful. 
 
     
2. I actively participated in 
the peer review. 
 
     
3. My peer did not participate 
actively during the peer 
review. 
 
     
4. I found guiding questions 
for peer review useful. 
 
     
5. I read my peer’s essay 
before giving comments. 
 
     
6. I made changes in my final 
essay based on my peer’s 
comments. 
 
     
7. The peer review section of 
the EPT helped me write my 
final essay. 
 
     
8. I feel comfortable doing 
peer review with other test-
takers. 
 
     
9. I was able to write a better 
essay based on my peer’s 
comments. 
 
     




     
11. I appreciate having the 
opportunity to receive 
feedback from peers. 
 






12. I’d like to have a peer 
review section for other 
writing tests like the EPT in 
the future. 
     
 
 
C. Please give your answers to the following open-ended questions. 
 
 









































Post-test questionnaires for the EPT – Part Two 
 








Agree Strongly Agree 




     
2. I found the length of the 
test acceptable. 
 
     
3. I found the instructions for 
the EPT easy to understand. 
 
     
4. I found the reading passage 
for the EPT easy to 
understand. 
 
     
5. I believe the tasks on the 
EPT reflect the academic 
writing tasks students do in 
classrooms. 
     




     
7. I think writing a first draft 
was helpful. 
 
     
8. I was able to write a better 
essay based on the first draft. 
 
     
9. I had enough time to revise 
my essay. 
 













B. Background questions. 
 





2. Which year are you in? 
 
 
First Second Third Fourth and higher 
o How did you learn about the EPT?    *Check all that apply. 
 
3. I was informed by the 
Graduate College that I 
would have to take the EPT 
when I was admitted to the 
University.  
Yes No 
4. I was informed by my 
department that I would have 
to take the EPT. 
 
Yes No 
5. I was advised by my 
advisor to take the EPT. 
 
Yes No 
6. How long have you been 













– 2 years 











7. Have you attended schools that used English as the language of instruction prior to 
enrolling in UIUC? 
 
A. I have not attended schools that used English as the language of instruction. 
B. Less than 1 year 
C. 1-2 years 
D. 2-3 years 
E. Over 3 years 
 
 
o When you write a paper or report for school, how often do you do each of the 
following? 
 
8.  I create outlines for essays 
and papers. 
 
Never Rarely Sometimes Often 
9. I write multiple drafts for 
my essays and papers. 
 






o To what extent do you do the following on computer in and outside the school? 
 
10. I type my assignments on 
a computer. 
 
Never Rarely Sometimes Often 
11. I search for information 
on the Internet. 
 
Never Rarely Sometimes Often 
12. I email 
professor/classmates for 
questions and information. 
 
Never Rarely Sometimes Often 
13. I chat with classmates 
online to discuss homework. 
 
Never Rarely Sometimes Often 
 
 
This is the end of the post-test questionnaires for the EPT.  
Thank you for your time and response. 
 




























APPENDIX F: ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS FOR ONLINE EPT TAKERS 
 
 







Agree Strongly Agree 
1. The login directions for the 
Online EPT was easy. 
 
     
2. The introduction videos 
helped me to understand the 
test procedure. 
 
     
3. My test-taking attitude was 
different when I took the 
EPT writing test in a 
computer lab compared to the 
on-campus writing test. 
     
4. My essay on the On-
campus EPT better reflects 
my writing ability than the 
Online EPT. 
     
5. I think I did better on the 
Online EPT than the On-
campus EPT. 
 
     
6. I prefer the Online EPT 
than the On-campus EPT. 
 
     
* These questions are provided online via Google Form 
 
 
 
 
